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ABSTRACT
The onus of this dissertation was to evaluate the educational conditions of Mexican American
students forty years after the Mexican American Education Study published a six-volume study
detailing the findings of the Mexican American Education Study (1970-1974). The MAES study
focused on five southwest states Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. To
learn the current status of Mexican American students, a three-tier scale of analysis was created.
Each level of analysis had a specific focus: macro, meso, and micro. The macro level presented
a descriptive analysis of the educational status of Mexican American students in the five states
presented in the Mexican American Education Study (MAES) reports. The second level of
analysis (meso) focused on the state of Texas and examines the achievement gaps between
student groups in state standardized assessments since assessment policies were introduced in the
state. In micro level of analysis, the educational achievement of Mexican American students in
Ysleta Independent School District, located in El Paso, Texas, was examined by analyzing
student outcomes over a nine-year period (2003-2011). The findings of this dissertation
indicated that nominal change has been evidenced in the educational performance of Mexican
American students since the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights’ Mexican American Education
Study. Notwithstanding the many federal and state educational reforms that have been enacted in
the past forty years, the achievement and opportunity gaps have not been eradicated.
Subsequently, Mexican American parents need to advocate with a unified voice and force change
to the educational policy-making process.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION
“Our children are tested to an extent that is unprecedented in our history and
unparalleled anywhere else in our world” (Kohn 2000).
Statement of the Problem
Our society operates on the premise that our education system provides equal opportunities to
all students, regardless of race, ethnic background, gender and/or social economic status.
Empirical evidence regarding educational attainment has shown that the achievement gap
between non-minority students and economically disadvantaged minority students has widened
in the past 20 years (Pew Research Center Report 2009). As a society we understand that
education is an important social mechanism in gaining access to higher social positions;
however, the process has proven to be a difficult and challenging experience for many
economically disadvantaged and minority students (Jodry, Robles-Piña and Nichler 2004).
Although education in the United States is available to all children, whether all children have
access to the same equitable education has been a debated issue (Valenzuela 1999). As
observed by Shirley (2007) the role of public schools was “born out of the conviction that
education is not an individual affair but a public matter, one of deep importance for the
cultivation of social order, civic liberty, and democratic vitality” (168). Given that education is a
public affair, as a society we need to understand the educational experiences of economically
disadvantaged minority students and the educational context that defines their education in order
to understand and improve their educational outcomes.
Federal and state governments have issued a series of educational reforms where evidence
indicates that minimal positive change in student achievement has occurred. In part, this is due
to high dropout rates, low graduation rates, poverty, and poor English language skills of Mexican
1

American students. While these factors do plague Mexican American students, there are other
significant contributors to the marginal educational status of these students. In the research for
this dissertation, I explore the extent, to which educational issues impacting Mexican American
students are an outcome of the unintended consequences of federal and state educational policies
and reforms, specifically the failure to take into account poverty and language issues. To explore
the unintended consequences of assessment and accountability policies, this research will address
the disconnect that exists between evidence and policy. As a society we have a strong policy
environment and we have created a culture of data; however, evidence suggests that we have not
successfully merged the policy culture to the data culture.
Purpose of the Research
In order to measure educational progress of Mexican American students in the United States
today, it is important to discuss and understand the past and present educational context of
Mexican Americans, including those that are English Language Learners (ELL), and
economically disadvantaged students in the Southwest. The purpose of this study is to examine
the current conditions of Mexican American students as previously documented in the Mexican
American Education Study (MAES 1970-1974). The Mexican American Education Study reports
were issued by the United States Commission on Civil Rights in the mid-1970s. The main
purpose of the Mexican American Education Study (1971-1974) was to advocate for general
educational reforms, which would in turn bring about educational parity for Mexican American
students in the Southwest. The most important finding reflected “a systematic failure of the
educational process, which not only ignores the educational needs of Chicano students but also

2

suppresses their culture and stifles their hopes and ambitions. In a very general sense, the
Chicano is the excluded student1 (Report XI 1971; 188).
The research, documentation, and reporting of the vast educational inequalities of minority
and economically disadvantaged students were pioneered onto the national and state educational
agendas after the Brown v. Board of Education Supreme Court decision of 1954. Thus, the
underperformance of American students paired with the innovative spirit of the Soviet Union
evidenced by the launch of Sputnik in 1957 led to a series of education studies and reports that
outlined pressing issues plaguing the American school system.
One of the most influential reports delineating the underperformance of American students was
A Nation at Risk published in 1983. The report gained the attention of policy makers and deeply
influenced policy decisions thereafter. As argued by Dennis Shirley (1997)
…after the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983, a wave of reforms raised standards
and teachers’ salaries but did little to change the internal structures of the public schools,
imagining that “add-ons” were all that our schools needed to reach their full potential.
(166)
Today, the educational policy mandating how American students are educated is known as the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). According to Diane Ravitch (2010):
NCLB introduced a new definition of school reform that was applauded by Democrats
and Republicans alike. In this new era, school reform was characterized as accountability,
high-stakes testing, data-driven decision making, choice, charter schools, privatization,
deregulation, merit pay, and competition among schools. (21)
Albeit that public education is a public affair, its delivery appears to be an endeavor that has
lacked equality and fairness as found by the Mexican American Education Study (Report I,
1970). It may be argued that minority and economically disadvantaged students have endured

1

MAES authors use Mexican American and Chicano to refer to the same group of students. In this dissertation, I
will use those terms, plus Latino and/or Hispanic (the latter groups in which Mexican American and Chicano
students are situated), depending on the source and data base.
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the educational and economic consequences of our current educational system. According to the
Institute of Education Science’s Fast Facts (2011), students of Hispanic descent had the highest
dropout rates since the 1980s. For instance, in 1980 the dropout rate of White students was
11.4% (and 19.1% for Black students) compared to 35.2% for Hispanic students. Further,
according to the same source, the dropout rate of Hispanic students dropped to 17.6% in 2009;
however, the dropout rate of Hispanic students was still significantly higher than that of White
and Black students which was 5.2% and 9.3% respectively. The educational progress of
minority and economically disadvantaged students has failed to parallel the outcomes of White
middle class students. Before such claims could be asserted, it is important to provide evidence
of the lack of educational progress of Mexican American students. Shirley (1997) suggests that
evidence of the academic achievement of students is not only an idea that can be conceptualized,
but an idea that can be described with facts and figures. To that end, in the following section, I
will present the research design for this study that will conceptualize and analyze the state of
education of Mexican American students in the Southwest.
Research Design
To learn about the status of Mexican American students, I created a three-tier scale of
analysis. Each level of analysis will have a specific focus: macro, meso, and micro. The macro
level will present a descriptive analysis of the educational status of Mexican American students
in the five states presented in the Mexican American Education Study (MAES) reports (Arizona,
California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas). The second level of analysis (meso) will focus on
the state of Texas and examine the achievement gaps between student groups in state
standardized assessments since assessment policies were introduced in the state. In micro level of
analysis, I will explore the educational achievement of Mexican American students in Ysleta
4

Independent School District, located in El Paso, Texas, by examining student outcomes over a
nine-year period.
Research Questions
In order to evaluate changes in the educational attainment of Mexican American students
since the Mexican American Education Study was issued (1971-1974), it is important to examine
the differences in educational attainment between Mexican American and White students in the
past 30 years. Furthermore, it is also important to explore the difference in the educational
attainment of Hispanics and Hispanics who are English language learners and/or economically
disadvantaged. Using the Mexican American Education Study report’s findings as a baseline, I
developed the following research questions to explore the educational advancement of Mexican
American students since the report was issued:
Macro
1. According to the Mexican American Education Study, minority students in
the Southwest fall behind their White counterparts. How much has this
situation changed in the Southwest since the report was issued?
Meso
2. To what extent have standardized assessments in Texas closed the gap
between White and Mexican American students since the Mexican American
Education Study was issued?
3. To what extent have the different policy-driven assessments in Texas reduced gaps by
ethnicity (Hispanic-White), English language learners, and socioeconomic status?
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Micro
4. To what extent has the Ysleta Independent School District been able to
impact student performance through district-adopted programs (Dual Language and
Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID)?
5. To what extent have Ysleta Independent School District’s programs (Dual
Language and Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) mitigated the effects of
limited language proficiency and economically disadvantaged status on Hispanic student
performance?
The hypothesis of this research proposal is that there has not been a significant change in the
educational attainment of Mexican-American students (including English Language Learners
and economically disadvantaged students) since the 1970’s, and that student achievement gaps
have remained unchanged. The findings of this report may provide empirical evidence to support
the idea that policymakers have not based change on data-driven evidence. The study will also
address the importance of implementing sound policy reforms that have an impact on student
educational achievement regardless of ethnicity, social class or language spoken. It is important
to note, that the macro and meso data sets available do not include disaggregated data by student
group; therefore, only the analysis which evaluated the performance of economically
disadvantaged students and English Language Learners was in the micro analysis.

6

Methodology
The structure for my dissertation is guided by a three-tier scale of analysis. Each level of
analysis has a specific focus: macro, meso and micro. In order to triangulate the findings of this
study several statistical methods were used. Thus the implementation of statistical measures was
to learn about patterns in the data and compare my findings to previous research. Gravetter and
Wallnau (2007) emphasize that “statistical procedures help ensure that the information or
observations are presented and interpreted in an accurate and informative way” (4). The macro
level of analysis present a descriptive analysis of the educational status of Mexican American
students in the five states presented in the Mexican American Education Study (MAES) reports
(1970-1974). Gravetter and Wallnau (2007) note that the “general purpose of descriptive
statistical methods is to organize and summarize a set of scores” (71). The second level of
analysis (meso) will focus on the state of Texas and the achievement gaps between student
groups in state standardized assessments since assessment policies were introduced in the state
(1989-2010). In last level of analysis, I will explore the educational achievement of Mexican
American students in Ysleta Independent School District, located in El Paso, Texas, by
examining student outcomes over a nine year period (2003-2010). The overall goal of this
dissertation is to paint a picture of Mexican American children including children that are
economically disadvantaged and English language learners.
In 2010, the Texas Education Agency’s (TEA) Academic Excellence Indicator System
(AEIS) reported that the number of students enrolled in public schools in Texas was 4,824,778 of
which 48.6% were Hispanic (the label used in state databases), 59% were economically
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disadvantaged2 and 16.9% were English Language Learners(or what the state nomenclature calls
LEP, that is, Limited English Proficient). In the same year, the state’s Southwest geographic
region known as the Education Service Center Region XIX had a significantly larger proportion
of the student population that are Hispanic, economically disadvantaged, and English Language
Learners (88.9% Hispanic, 76.3% economically disadvantaged and 27.3% English language
learners) than the state. In 1990 the total number of students in Region XIX enrolled in public
schools was 139,866 of which 78% were Hispanic, 63% were economically disadvantaged and
20% were identified as English Language Learners. In the last twenty-two years, the number of
minority, economically disadvantaged, and English Language Learners in Region XIX has
grown significantly. It is also important to note there are unique environmental and cultural
differences in the Southwest region in comparison to the rest of Texas and the nation.3 This
study will focus on the educational conditions of Mexican American students in the Southwest
region of Texas since the United States Commission on Civil Rights reports were issued in the
mid 1970’s. The principal factors that account for the marginalization of students can be
characterized as a formula that includes ethnicity, limited English proficiency and economically
disadvantaged status. According to the TEA, the goal of the state’ accountability system is the
following:
The purpose of the state accountability system is first and foremost to improve student
performance. The system sets reasonable standards for achievement and identifies and
publicly recognizes high levels of performance and performance improvement. The
system provides information about levels of student performance in each school district

2

Texas Education Agency (2011) defines Economically Disadvantaged as the percent of economically
disadvantaged students (otherwise, the sentence doesn’t make sense) as the sum of the students coded as eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch or eligible for other public assistance, divided by the total number of students.
3
The Southwest border may be described using Martinez (1997) model of an “Interdependent borderland [where]
stability prevails most of the time. Economic and social complementarity prompts increased cross-border
interaction, leading to expansion of the borderlands. Borderlands carry on friendly and cooperative relationships (p
6).
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and on each campus, and the system identifies campuses and districts with inadequate
performance and provides assistance. Texas Education Agency (July 2011)
The following sections discuss the methods that were implemented in the analysis of Mexican
American students in the Southwest. Each section includes information about the data used for
each analysis.
Macro Analysis
According to the Mexican American Education Study, minority students in the Southwest fall
behind their White counterparts in the degree of educational attainment. The macro analysis in
this study is a descriptive analysis that examined the holding power and educational progress of
students in the five MAES states, using cross-state comparable findings from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)4 and their respective state-standardized
assessments. For the purpose of this study, the operational definition of holding power is the
graduation rate at which Hispanic students’ transition from 9th to 12th grade. In order to examine
the progress made in each state descriptive statistics were used. To learn the differences between
students a gap analysis was used.
Sample
The data for the macro analysis will be evaluated by examining secondary data from the
Summer, 2010, ED Facts State Profiles which is a dataset from the U.S. Department of
Education. According to the U.S. Department of Education ED Facts is an “initiative to put
performance data at the center of policy, management and budget decisions for all K-12

4

“Any state that wishes to receive a Title I grant must include in the state plan it submits to the Secretary of
Education an assurance that beginning in the 2002-2003 school year the state will participate in the biennial statelevel National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in Reading and Mathematics at grades 4 and 8 (National
Center for Education Statistics. Retrieved September 12, 2011 from www.nces.ed.gov
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educational programs” U.S. Department of Education (August 2011). It is important to note that
the ED Facts initiative has only made available to state profiles for the 2008-09 school year. The
dependent variable for the macro analysis is the performance on state standardized assessments
and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). The National Assessment of
Education Progress is the “largest nationally representative and continuing assessment of what
America's students know and can do in various subject areas. Assessments are conducted
periodically in mathematics, reading, science, writing, the arts, civics, economics, geography,
and U.S. history” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). Moreover, states who wish to
receive No Child Left Behind Act, 2001 (Title I) must participate.
The baseline for the first question is the holding power originally reported in the Mexican
American Education Study. The research question will evaluate the holding power and
educational attainment of the groups identified for the 2008-09 school year for each of the
MAES states: Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas.
Meso Analysis
The Meso analysis will be a cross-sectional study that will compare the degree of educational
attainment for White, Hispanic, English Language Learners and economically disadvantaged
students in Texas. Educational attainment will be measured by the percent of students that meet
the standards in each standardized assessment as mandated by state policies. Texas has utilized
five different assessment systems, driven by different public policies, as they aimed to
synchronize standards (currently, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, TEKS) with
assessments. It is important to note that although five different assessment systems have been
implemented in Texas; disaggregated data by student group is only available for the last two
assessment systems: Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) and Texas Assessment of
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Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). Further, the differences examined for each of the assessment
systems will be the achievement between student groups and not the achievement across
assessments. For example the time periods for the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
(TAKS) will be nine years, because TAKS assessments were mandated by policy from 2003
through 2011.
In 1984 legislation mandated the implementation of House Bill 72 which called for an
accountability system based on student performance that later resulted in the Academic
Excellence Indicator System (AEIS). The AEIS report includes data from 1,200 districts in
Texas (TEA, 2010) by student group. The data that was studied for the Meso analysis is from the
Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS). It is important to note, that the public only has
access to data aggregated by student group. Disaggregated data is only available to school
districts.
The statistical procedure selected to evaluate the differences between the student groups was the
least square regression method which “has a long history and is the standard way to fit prediction
equations to data “(Agresti and Finlay 1997; 336). This procedure illustrated the gap between
student groups and predicted the length of time in years to close the achievement gap.
Sample
The sample for this analysis will be compiled by gathering the assessment outcomes for the
student groups identified from 1990 to 2011. The data will include the percent of students
passing the assessment in Reading and Math and for each of the years the assessment was
administered. The data will focus on Texas and Region XIX which includes the El Paso, Ysleta,
and Socorro Independent School Districts. There are actually 13 independent school districts in
Region XIX.
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Micro Analysis
The micro analysis will be a longitudinal study (2003- 2011 school years) of the Ysleta
Independent School District. The focus of this study will be on the academic performance of
White, Hispanic, English Language Learners and economically disadvantaged students in grades
3-11. This study will include descriptive and inferential statistics. The comparison will evaluate
the student groups’ degree of attainment for the last nine years (2003-2011). The operational
definition for degree of attainment includes students Reading and Math TAKS scores.
To learn if the relationship between student demographics and program enrollment has an
effect in student performance a regression analysis was conducted. This method was selected
because it allows for the inclusion of other variables in the model such as gifted and talented and
special education. Thus, the regression analysis will be used to tease out district-specific effects
on student performance that are separate from state-mandated changes. By including programs
that are not state mandated, the regression analysis will isolate their effects on student
performance while controlling for state effects.
Sample
The sample for this analysis comes from the Ysleta Independent School District. The dataset
includes longitudinal information for 11,366 students in grades 3-11. The data includes
demographic information and testing outcomes. A second aspect of the data analysis was to
determine if academic programs at Ysleta Independent School District are positively impacting
student success district-wide. Ysleta Independent School District began implementing academic
programs to meet the needs of all students. These programs include Dual Language and
Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID). Further, these programs are specifically
designed to engage students that might be at risk of dropping out of school.
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Expected Results
Macro
The expectation is that this study will find that assessment policies have not accomplished
their goals of eliminating gaps between student groups. Forty years after the Mexican American
Education Study, the conditions facing Mexican American students are not much different today.
The expectation is that this analysis will present evidence of the lack of academic achievement of
Mexican American students particularly those that are English Language Learners and are
economically disadvantaged.
Meso
In 2007, the percentage of Hispanic students that met the TAKS standards was 65%,
compared to 84% passing rate for their White counterparts (TEA AEIS 2007). Based on the
performance standards of Hispanic, ELL and economically disadvantaged students, it is evident
that programs designed to meet the needs of such students have not been successful. The
baseline established in the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights MAES painted a bleak educational
picture for Mexican American students. There is a strong possibility that these conditions are
still present today and continue to foster an environment of low educational expectations for
Mexican American students. The outcomes of this study are expected to show that perhaps
regress rather than progress has been the norm for Mexican American students in Texas since
accountability and assessment polices were enacted.
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Micro
Although the MAES concluded that:
problems of unequal educational opportunity are of such magnitude and so
widespread that it would be unwise to rely entirely on the good faith efforts of
individual school districts to bring about the kind of uniform change and
comprehensive educational reform needed (Report IV; 70).
The hope is that this study will yield evidence that innovative school districts are able to impact
student learning regardless of race and/or ethnicity and ineffective educational reforms.
Educational programs implemented independent of state mandates may mitigate the impact of
unintended consequences of assessment policies on Mexican American students.
Outline of Chapters
This dissertation is outlined into seven chapters. In this chapter, I discuss the purpose of the
study and present my research design and a brief overview of the methodology. In Chapter 2, I
provide an overview of federal and state policies that have been enacted since the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights issued the Mexican American Education Study (1970-1974).
Chapter 3 offers the theoretical framework for this dissertation. The macro analysis and detail the
findings of the status of Mexican Americans in Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and
Texas are presented in Chapter 4. The focus of Chapter 5 is the performance of student groups
in the State of Texas. In this chapter, I provide a thorough analysis of the assessment programs
adopted by the State of Texas and the outcomes of each assessment program by student group.
In Chapter 6, I provide an evaluation of the educational programs, specifically Dual Language
and Advancement Via Individual Determination and discuss their impact on student
achievement. In the final Chapter, I summarize the key findings of my research and provide
future research and policy recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2
FEDERAL AND STATE REFORMS IMPACTING STUDENT LEARNING
The decade of the 1960s burst upon a complacent public in successive waves of political
and cultural conflict. Their formative year untouched by depression, mobilization, and
total world war, youth of the emerging generation were afforded more than glimpse of
the future of the American Dream. Large numbers were less than enthusiastic.
Discontent often took the form of sporadic, but intense, political assaults against
economic inequality in the United States. Minorities, women, welfare recipients,
students, and working people have periodically brought the issue of inequality into the
streets, forced it onto the front pages, and thrown it into the legislature and the courts
(Bowles and Gintis 1976; 2010; 4).
The demystification of education in the United States began with the unequal treatment of
poor and minority children in terms of educational opportunities. Prior to the Brown decision in
1954, federal reform permeated the status quo for minority and economically disadvantaged
children with the separate but equal legal doctrine. At the same time that federal and state
politicos were setting their agendas for education, so were social movements headed by
minorities and economically disadvantaged people dedicated to bring parity to the educational
opportunities afforded to their children. Several factors lead to federal reform affecting minority
and economically disadvantaged children. John F. Manely (1987) elaborates the discussion
about reform and social movement in his analysis of class and pluralism,
An increase of population will of necessity increase the proportion of those who will
labour under all the hardships of life, and secretly sigh for a more equal distribution of its
blessings. These may in time outnumber those who are placed above the feelings of
indigence (Farrand 1937as cited in Manely 1987).
Perhaps the feelings of indigence outnumbered the comfort of the American education system
of the mid-1950s. In order to understand the relationship between educational reforms and
political and social movements and their impact on student outcomes, I provide a historical
overview of federal and state educational reforms and political and social movements that took
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place after the Brown decision. Further, I also discuss the educational outcomes of Mexican
American students under such reforms in the United States for the latter part of the twentieth
century. Consequently, I will also discuss the impact of the political and social movements
surrounding education and how they impacted Mexican American students. I begin by
examining major federal educational reforms in the United States that had a significant impact on
minority students. Given that the current national education reform was modeled after the Texas
model, I will also provide an overview of the accountability and assessment movement in Texas.
In the last section of this chapter, I describe the educational outcomes of Mexican American
students under the federal and state educational reforms. As previously mentioned, my analysis
of educational outcomes begins by referencing the Mexican American Education Study (19701974) which first documented the educational disparities faced by minority and economically
disadvantaged students. I conclude the chapter by providing the current demographics of
Mexican American students and the current political tone in educational reform.
Overview of Federal Reforms
Federal Educational Reforms 1950s
Since the birth of the nation, the exact role of the U.S. federal government in education has
been undefined, cautious, and mainly unfunded. Resistance to involvement in educational
reform has been the national norm.
The federal stake in an educated citizenry exists in the American context of a limited
national government, leading to a recurring ideological debate about what form federal
action should take. Federal interest in schooling, and the opposition to certain methods of
advancing that interest, exert opposite ideological pressures. (Anderson 2007; 29)
Before the 1950s the primary role of the federal government in education was to collect
information about schools and administer a handful of specialized programs (Anderson 2007).
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Further, according to Lee Anderson (2007), the role of the federal government has been
described as follows: "Limited federal involvement is a baseline that characterizes the history of
the national government's role in education from 1785 until the late 1950s" (7).
As the federal government set in place the national agenda for education at the same time
several social and political movements were also emerging and setting their agendas to advocate
against the current conditions of minority and poor children. Conversely, several of the
educational reforms that were set in place to address the discriminatory and unequal conditions
of such students were born out of minority and poor parents frustrated with the schooling their
children were afforded. A positive outcome of the collective frustration with the poor schooling
conditions of the 1950s was the landmark decision of Brown v. Board of Education of 1954.
The Brown v. Board of Education (1954) ruling was instrumental in influencing the education of
minority children and framed the spirit leading to current educational federal reform. Moreover,
the Brown ruling claimed that “segregation of white and colored children in public schools has
detrimental effects upon the colored children” (Wong and Nicotera 2004; 126). Additionally, the
Brown decision cited [in a footnote] social sciences to “support the legal evidence but, more
important, was necessary for allaying social forces toward the idea of equal educational
opportunities” (Wong and Nicotera 2004; 126). Further, Wong and Nicotera (2004) noted:
…the contributions of social science research on educational equality go beyond data
analysis. Rather, the long-term impact of social science research lies in its ongoing efforts
to reframe society’s understanding of how the changing society reshapes schooling
opportunities for all children (123).
The Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik in 1957 helped bridge ideological differences between
political parties and provided support for the passage of the National Defense Education Act of
1958. Further, the National Defense Education Act of 1958 expanded federal aid to schools in
the form of categorical aid. A second educational reform enacted during the same time period
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was the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 whose purpose was to fight and
overcome poverty (Anderson 2007). The National Defense Act and the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act became the benchmarks for the federal government’s involvement in
education and the impetus for the creation of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
Federal Educational Reforms 1960s and 1970s
During the 1960s and 1970s, the federal role in education was to provide equality in the
classrooms regardless of the student's racial background and/or social economic status. In the
late 1960s, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare was commissioned to
evaluate the availability of equal educational opportunities for children of different race, color,
religion and national origin. The study was in response to the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Ten
years after the Brown ruling, the Coleman Report explored the differences in achievement of
school children of different racial backgrounds. Further, the Coleman Report originated in
Section 402 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Wong and Nicotera 2004) where Coleman was
commissioned to conduct a survey exploring the “availability of equal educational opportunities
for individuals by reason of race, color, religion, or national origin in public educational
institutions…”(Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, and York 1966).
Richard Rothstein (2004) summarized the report’s findings as follows: “Think of the Coleman’s
findings this way: all students learn in school, but schools have demonstrated limited ability to
affect differences in the rate at which children from different social classes progress” (15).
The findings of the Coleman Report managed to invite the interest of policy makers.
According to Wong and Nicotera (2004), “The Coleman Report not only reshaped the ways in
which social scientist design and conduct research but it transformed how educators think about
the purpose of education and significantly informed the policy arena” (126). Although the
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disparities in education among minority students were brought to the forefront the status quo
remained unchanged. This may be due in part to the concentration on solely racial disparities
among American students. Scholars like Wong and Nicotera (2004), Ramirez and Carpenter
(2005) called for the inclusion of social class in the examination of student outcomes, and both
racial and economic factors carried equal weight in the educational outcomes of students.
As part of the New Frontier and Great Society social agenda, between 1960 and 1970 the
federal government launched an extraordinary number of new initiatives that increased
federal aid to elementary and secondary schools from about a half a billion dollars to $3.5
billion and expanded the number of federal education programs more than six fold, from
20 to 130, many designed to equalize educational opportunities for poor and
educationally disadvantaged students (Kantor 1991; 48).
The late 1960s and early 1970s was a period where "policymakers and educators at all levels
of government have shown increasing interest in developing ways to improve and strengthen
students’ standards (Research and Development Report 1992; 7) and the federal role in education
(Kantor 1991). Kantor (1991) argues that before the 1960s the federal role had been to improve
the quality of a handful of educational programs mainly leaving decisions to the local school
districts. The reforms designed in the late 1960s were intended to “…eliminate and equalize
economic opportunity” (Kantor 1991; 51). The main policy influence of this period instituted a
“federal commitment to improving education for the poor…” (Kantor 1991; 51).
The educational experiences of Mexican American students paralleled those of African
American students where unequal and inequitable schooling conditions were the norm.
However, in many aspects, Mexican American students faced discrimination because of the
language they spoke at home and in schools. Rippberger and Staudt (2003) noted that “Rules
against speaking Spanish in schools persisted through the 1960s”. Needless to say, Mexican
American students were not the only students facing discrimination because of their native
language, Chinese students were also affected. The situation was addressed in 1974 in the Lau v.
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Nichols Supreme Court case where it was found that the San Francisco School System had failed
to provide English language instruction to Chinese students who did not speak English (National
Association for Bilingual Education 2012). Further, Dow (2008) adds,
…the federal government began to fund bilingual models, but bilingual education did not
accelerate again until after 1972 when the Supreme Court held that Chinese-speaking
students were entitled to special assistance to allow them to fully participate in the school
program ( 6).
Conversely, the Castañeda v. Pickard (1978) case was also filed in response to the unequal
educational opportunities negated to Mexican American children as a consequence of their
ethnicity. The case was filed against Raymondville Independent School District by Roy
Castañeda. At first, the United States Court ruled in favor of the school district; however, in
1981 the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit ruled in favor of Castañeda. The
outcome of Lau v. Nichols (1974) and Castañeda v. Pickard (1978) set in place the necessary
federal support and recognition for the implementation of bilingual education in the United
States. The strong federal commitment to leveling the playing field for minority students was
manifested by the enactment of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act (EEOA) of 1974 which
stated that “no state shall deny educational opportunity based on race, color, sex, or national
origin by engaging in deliberate segregation by an educational agency under Title VI [of the
Civil Rights Act]” (Bruner 2010). Moreover, the Equal Educational Opportunity Act and the
Bilingual Education Act were part of the 1974 amendments to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (Bruner 2010). In 1982 the United States Supreme Court issued a landmark ruling
where immigrant children were entitled to the protection of the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment under the Constitution (Leigh 1983; 151). Gandara and Contreras
(2009) summarize the ruling’s impact as follows:

20

Moreover, that smaller fraction of children of immigrant who were brought here
by their parents through no choice of their own are also guaranteed by the
Constitution, as interpreted in Plyer v. Doe, access to a full and equal public
school education in the United States. …Thus all of the Latino children in our
schools, whether documented or undocumented, have been determined to have an
equal right to education. (10)
These landmark decisions gave voice to the negative experiences of Mexican American
students and set the foundation for the establishment of sanctions against the mistreatment of
Mexican American students in the school system.
Federal Educational Reforms 1980s & 1990s
In the early 1980s, President Ronald Reagan created the National Commission on Excellence
in Education to examine the quality of education in America (A Nation at Risk, 1983 –
Transmittal Letter). A report issued by the National Commission for Excellence in Education, A
Nation at Risk, was influential in changing the ideologies of educational reform. The commission
examined curriculum practices and compared course enrollments for high school students from
1964 through 1969 with those from 1976 through 1981. The results were outlined in the report
in 1983 as an Open Letter to the American People (2). As evidenced by the report’s title, the
report did not paint a pretty picture of the status of education. In fact, the educational outlook
presented was grim. Tyack and Cuban’s (1995) Tinkering Toward Utopia summarized the
report’s impact in the following quotation:
The most influential school reform report of the 1980’s, A Nation at Risk, quotes, as if it
is obviously true, Paul Copperman’s assertion that “for the first time in the history of our
country, the educational skills of one generation will not surpass, will not equal, will not
even approach those of their parents”. A litany of dismal statistics in the report purports
to show that regress, not progress, is the trend in public education (14).
The expectation in American culture is that people will be able to “pull themselves up by their
bootstraps” and overcome adversity. The idea that the next generation would not be able to pull
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themselves up by their bootstraps created a political and educational crisis. Further, A Nation at
Risk (1983) presented the state of education as follows:
We report to the American people that while we can take justifiable pride in what our
schools and colleges have historically accomplished and contributed to the United States
and the well-being of its people, the educational foundations of our society are presently
being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and
a people. What was unimaginable a generation ago has begun to occur-others are
matching and surpassing our educational attainment (7).
In the report, A Nation at Risk (1983), the educational experiences of minority students were
documented and the report’s authors argued that:
From the late 1800s through mid-20th century, American schools provided the educated
workforce needed to seal the success of the Industrial Revolution and to provide the
margin of victory in two world wars. In the early part of this century and continuing to
this very day, our schools have absorbed vast waves of immigrants and educated them
and their children to productive citizenship. (28)
According to other studies that were issued prior to A Nation at Risk, the children of
immigrants were not afforded the same educational opportunities as their non-immigrant peers
and had been denied the chance to become productive citizens and participate in an educated
workforce. Although the Coleman Report (1966) explored the achievement differences between
minority and nonminority students, limited information was known about the differences
between White and Mexican American children. Additionally, when the report was issued in
1983, the demographics of school enrollments were changing. According to the National Center
for Education Statistics (1998), in the fall of 1986 the U.S. school enrollment for White students
was 70.4%, compared to the Hispanic enrollment of 9.9% and Black student enrollment of
16.1%. By 1995, the White student enrollment nationwide was 64.7%, compared to the Hispanic
enrollment of 13.5% and Black enrollment of 16.8%.
From the fall of 1986 to the fall of 1995 there was a decrease in the percentage of White
students and a significant increase in minority students. Public school enrollment of Hispanic
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students increased at a faster pace than that of Black students. Although the number of minority
students enrolled in public schools was 30%, which increased the representation of minority
students in the school system, the educational achievement of minority students had failed to
progress and had regressed during that time period. Tyack and Cuban (1995) introduced the idea
of “educational regress rather than progress” in the following quote,
Notions of progress or regress in education and society are, of course highly debatable,
though at any one time they may seem self-evidently true or false. In an epoch of history
as tortured as the twentieth century, the very idea of human progress strikes many people
as absurd. A sense of progress is always relative—now compared with then, one group
compared with others. Since the expectations and experiences of people differ, so do their
appraisals of whether things are getting better or worse. (14)
Prior to the enactment of Goals 2000, the mood in the federal government was bipartisan,
which allowed for the creation of the U.S. Department of Education and provided support for a
national standards movement. The creation of the U.S. Department of Education supported the
notion for “…ideology persuasions” and “…accepted a permanent, albeit limited federal role in
education” (Ravitch 2010; 129).
In 1989, President George H. W. Bush held an education summit with state governors to
review the federal education agenda. The outcome of the summit was a set of six national
education goals that were later presented to Congress as America 2000. Although President
Bush failed in his attempt to gain support for America 2000, his education program set the
ground work for the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (Anderson, 2007; 130). According to
Porter (1994), the purpose of Goals 2000: Educate America Act was to codify national education
and authorize the National Education Goals Panel to “establish a National Educational Standards
and Improvement Council” (435). The Bush and Clinton administrations supported the idea of
national standards in education. After the findings of the Coleman Report (1966) and A Nation at
Risk (1983) the public and policy makers were ready for a new approach to education. Diane
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Ravitch (1995) argued that "...the effort to create national academic standards, as well as to fix
reliable means for measuring progress towards meeting those standards, grew out of an unusual
(albeit temporary) bipartisan coalition that began during the Bush administration and continued
into the Clinton Administration ( xvi).
It is also important to note that the National Council on Education Standards and Testing
(NCEST) was instrumental in guiding the national education agenda (Porter 1994; 43).
According to Ravitch (2010), “The Clinton administration Goals 2000 program gave the states
federal money to write their own academic standards, but most of the state standards were vague
when it came to any curriculum content” (19). As noted by Ravitch (1995) the Goals 2000
legislation "...prohibits states from attaching any consequences for students to tests developed
with federal funds, such as telling students that they will be retained, promoted, graduated, or not
graduated, based on their test scores (20).
The frame of mind of the national government was still haunted by the findings of A Nation at
Risk which led to the creation of policies that placed a greater emphasis on student testing and
lowering the gaps between student groups. The popularity of accountability reforms in education
and the election of Governor George W. Bush, were the perfect storm for the creation of the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), which amended the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965. As noted by Ravitch (2010) “When Governor George W. Bush of Texas
was elected president in 2000, he decided that education reform would be his first priority. He
brought with him the Texas plan: testing and accountability” (20).
Current Federal Reforms
We have had a full decade of No Child Left Behind, and we now know that the law has
been a disaster. True, it has documented the shocking gaps in passing rates between
different groups of children, but it has done nothing to change the conditions that cause
those gaps. We know now the gaps are there; actually, we knew about the gaps long
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before NCLB was passed. Yet Congress is still patting itself on the back for identifying a
problem and doing nothing meaningful to solve it (Ravitch 2012).
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 called for greater accountability and for measurable
parameters including measuring the progress of school districts, student groups and individual
students. Furthermore, NCLB identified assessments as a mechanism for identifying areas of
academic need. The Texas style accountability system became the educational model for the
nation. As found in the Texas Student Assessment Program’s Technical Digest (2007):
The standardized, high stakes, test-based accountability system in the state of Texas
became the model for the nation’s most comprehensive federal education policy, the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2002, commonly referred to as No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) (3).
Almost ten years after the NCLB legislation was enacted into law, the Obama
Administration issued A Blueprint for Reform: The Reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. As reported by the U.S. Department of Education (2010), the
priorities for the national education agenda include:
1) College-and Career-Ready Students;
2) Great Teachers and Leaders in Every School;
3) Equity and Opportunity for All Students;
4) Raise the bar and Reward Excellence, and
5) Promote Innovation and Continuous Improvement (6-7).
Even though A Blueprint for Reform highlights the above mentioned priorities, the national
education agenda continues to rely on a system guided by accountability and assessments as the
instrument to measure student performance. After ten years of testing and accountability
statistical reports conducted by government and states have found that the gaps between student
groups remain unchanged.
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Texas Education Reforms
In the year 2000, during the presidential campaign, candidate George W. Bush told the
nation about the Texas miracle. He said that there was a simple way to reduce the gaps:
Just test every child every year, he said; reward the teachers and schools where the scores
went up; and humiliate the teachers and schools where the scores went down. Texas did
this, he said, and the gaps were closing; test scores were rising; graduation rates were
going up; dropout rates were going down. He said that we had to end the “soft bigotry of
low expectations” and set the same standards for all children, rich and poor, black and
white, advantaged and disadvantaged (Diane Ravitch 2012).
The state of Texas identified the assessments as a mechanism for identifying areas of
academic need. Even though there is a clear purpose for the assessments, which is not solely to
evaluate a student’s entire academic performance or the performance of teachers or the school,
the Texas style accountability system served as a model for the nation. According to the Texas
Student Assessment Program’s Technical Digest (2006-2007):
The goal of the Texas assessment program is to measure student progress toward
achieving academic excellence” [further,] “the primary purpose of the state student
assessments program is to provide an accurate measure of student achievement in the
areas of reading, writing, mathematics, social studies, and science (1).
Furthermore, the same document states that “Test results are useful for providing a snapshot of
individual student performance, as indicator of areas in which further diagnosis is warranted, and
a mechanism for providing a “level playing field” for comparing the performance of campuses
and districts (4). Parallel to the process of setting the federal agenda for education, community
movements were organizing in Texas in the late 1960s to address the lack of funding and poor
quality of schools mainly attended by poor and minority children. As noted earlier, social
movements in Texas were instrumental in affecting change to the schooling conditions.
Texas Education Reforms 1970s
In Texas, as in the nation, community organizing was instrumental in bringing change to the
status quo. A principal actor was the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF) which inspired and
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organized minority and economically depressed communities in Texas. The successful
pluralistic efforts of these communities lead the way for a more inclusive political culture. As
Shirley (1997) noted,
In the 1970s and 1980s these older concentrations of power ceded control to more open
and pluralistic urban networks in which the economic power of Whites coalesced with
more ethnically diverse political leadership (45).
The push for educational reform in Texas came about in 1973 when the Texas legislature
sought reforms that would remedy the inequalities in public school financing after “a federal
court ruled the system of financing public schools in Texas to be unconstitutional in that it
discriminated against students living in poor school districts5” (Haney 2000; 1). The philosophy
of testing students to gauge performance in Texas began in 1979 with the passage of Senate bill
350. The Texas Public School Sesquicentennial Handbook highlights the event in the following
passage,
In 1979, the legislature passed Senate Bill 350 to accommodate the diverse needs of
Texas schools in a more cost effective and equitable manner. The result narrowed the gap
between rich and poor, urban and rural, large and small districts…Significant progress in
reform efforts continued with the initiation of the TABS, Texas’ first statewide student
testing program. The first exam, the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS), tested
students in Grades 3, 5, and 9 in 1980. It remained the statewide assessment until 1984
(65).
The education problem in Texas was characterized as needing immediate action by
politicians, school board members, and high-ranking school administrators in order to provide an
equitable educational environment for all students. The momentum of the 1970s slowly
evaporated in the 1980s enlighten of the "economic distress Texas suffered" (Shirley 1997; 18).

5

According to Haney (2000) the 1971 Rodriguez v. San Antonio Independent School District case initiated equity
educational reforms in Texas. It is important to note that in 1973 the U.S. Supreme Court reversed the decision in
the Rodriguez case.
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Texas Education Reforms 1980s
In 1984, the Select Committee on Education, chaired by H. Ross Perot, passed the most
comprehensive reform in Texas. According to Haney, the 1984 Texas reform was “the most
sweeping changes in education in Texas in 30 years” (1). Also reported by Haney (2000), the
reform called for a statewide curriculum, established a 70 passing grade for high school courses,
enacted the “no pass, no play” rule, required for teachers to pass proficiency tests and mandated
changes to statewide testing programs (1). As a consequence of these reforms, the Texas
Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test (TEAMS) replaced the Texas Assessment of
Basic Skills test (TABS). The TEAMS test assessed the same subjects (math, reading, and
writing) as the TABS test. Additionally, the grade levels tested were expanded to include 1, 3, 5,
7, 9 and 11 (exit level). Consequently, the class of 1987 was the first class under the new
education reform required to pass an exit level test [TEAMS] in order to graduate (Texas
Education Agency 2010).
Texas Education Reforms 1990s
In 1990, the TEAMS was retired and the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills Test became
the new assessment of choice. At this point, the state had moved from an assessment used for
collecting school level information (TABS) to an assessment guided by curriculum-specific
minimum skills (TEAMS), into what the state then deemed as an assessment that measured
student performance, the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills test (TAAS). Unlike its
predecessor, which was created to measure minimum skills level, the TAAS was intended to
measure academic skills. According to TEA (Timeline of Testing in Texas, 2010), there were
three major factors that set apart TAAS from TEAMS: “First, the TAAS assessed a broader
range of the Essential Elements than TEAMS; second, in comparison to TEAMS, the TAAS test
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items were more difficult, and lastly, the TAAS served multiple purposes by providing scores
and consequences at the student level, the school level, and the district level” (1).
The TAAS measured academic skills in math, reading, and writing for the same grade levels
as the TEAMS. During the 1992-1993 academic year, the TAAS was administered in the spring
and not in the fall. Also, the TAAS was expanded to test all grade levels between grades 3-8 in
reading and math. Writing was only administered to grades 4, 8 and exit level. A second major
change of the reform was the passing of a new statewide-integrated accountability system which
included ratings of school districts and campuses (TEA website, 2010). Consequently, “the
inclusion of TAAS in the accountability system, the public release of performance results, and
the exit-level requirement for graduation makes TAAS the most “high stakes” assessment in
Texas history” (Texas Education Agency 2010; 2).
In 1995, two additional subjects were added to the high-stakes testing trajectory: science and
social studies. It is important to note that for TAAS, only grade 8 students were required to take
the two additional subjects in order to meet the TAAS standard.
Current Texas Education Reforms
The 76th Texas legislature called for the Texas Education Agency to develop a “more
rigorous testing program”. The practice of social promotion was eliminated and the new
assessment tool was to be aligned to the state-mandated curriculum. According to the TEA
timeline, spring of 2002 was the end of the TAAS, except for exit level students who had not yet
passed one or more parts of the TAAS (Texas Education Agency 2010).
The new state-mandated assessment was the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
(TAKS). The TAKS was administered to students in grades 3-11 in Math and reading. Students
in grades 4, 7, 10 and 11 were tested in writing. Further, students in grades 5, 8, 10 and 11were
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tested in social studies and science (TEA Website, 2010). Currently, the state has mandated a
new assessment to be implemented beginning in 2011-2012. A TEA press release (2010)
described the new educational reform as follows:
STAAR will replace the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), which is
the criterion-reference assessment program that has been in place since 2003. The
STAAR name, pronounced the same as star, will be used for the 12 end-of-course
assessments mandated by SB 1031 in 2007 and the new grade 3-8 assessments mandated
by HB 3 in the 2009 legislative session (2010).
As noted by Ravitch (2012) the gaps between students groups have been documented prior to the
2002 No Child Left Behind legislation.
Mexican American Education Study
At about the same time the Coleman Report was issued, the U.S Commission on Civil
Rights had “…become increasingly aware of the acute educational deprivations faced by
Mexican Americans” (Mexican American Education Study1971; 7). Information regarding the
educational attainment of Mexican American children was mostly unknown. The U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights decided to conduct a study to explore the educational status of
Mexican American students. Simultaneously, the work of Thomas Carter (1970), a significant
scholarly contribution to the study of Mexican American students, was being published. The
work of Carter (1970) documented to educational context of Mexican American students in the
Southwest.
In August 1970, the United States Commission on Civil Rights issued the first of six reports
that addressed ethnic isolation of Mexican Americans in the public schools of the Southwest
(Report I 1970; 1). The Mexican American Education Study (MAES) was designed to answer
the following questions:
1. What current practices in Southwestern schools appear significantly to affect educational
opportunities for Mexican Americans?
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2. What current conditions in Southwestern schools appear significantly to affect
educational opportunities for Mexican Americans?
3. What are the significant relationships between practices and conditions and the
educational outcomes for Mexican Americans? (7)
The study focused on the educational status of Mexican American students in five
Southwestern states: Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, California and Arizona. The report detailed
the negative educational experiences of Mexican American students. The findings of the report
included the consistent practices of exclusion of the Mexican American culture and traditions
and the suppression of the Spanish language (Report VI; 68). Further, the same report found
high dropout rates for Mexican American students.
The MAES concluded that:
…problems of unequal educational opportunity are of such magnitude and so widespread
that it would be unwise to rely entirely on the good faith efforts of individual school
districts to bring about the kind of uniform change and comprehensive educational reform
is needed. (Report IV; 70)
The MAES cited problems in every aspect of education including curriculum, student
assignment, teacher education, counseling, and bilingual education. Given that the areas of need
were so expensive to remedy, recommendations for institutional change were framed under three
general principles:
1. The language, history, and culture of Mexican Americans should be incorporated as
inherent and integral parts of the educational process.
2. Mexican Americans should be fully represented in decision making positions that
determine or influence educational policies and practices.
3. All levels of government – local, state, and federal—should reorder their budget
priorities to provide the funds needed to implement the recommendations. (Report V
1973; 71)
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In addition to the general findings and the overall principles for guiding recommendations, the
report also attests the following:
While the federal government has the least direct involvement in decisions on
education, it can strongly influence those institutions which are more directly
involved. Through firm enforcement of the constitutional and legislative
requirements of equal educational opportunity and through the persuasive
leverage of its programs of financial assistance for education, the Federal
Government can significantly help bring about educational change in the
Southwest (Report IV; 70).

The Opportunity Gap
Enrollment by Race and Ethnicity
According to the Mexican American Education Study, school enrollment in the Southwest in
the fall of 1968 for all grade levels was 70.9% Anglo and 17.2% for Mexican American. When
examined by southwest states, Colorado had the highest Anglo enrollment of 82% and New
Mexico had the lowest (52.4%). Conversely, New Mexico had the highest enrollment of
Mexican American students, with 38% compared to Texas with 20.1% and California with
17.2%. Colorado had the lowest enrollment of Mexican American students who represented
13.7% of the student population (Report II 1971; 82). Although New Mexico had the highest
percentage of Mexican American students, the total student population was relatively low
compared to the other states. For example, the total student population in the fall of 1968 for
New Mexico was 271,039, compared to the total student population of California of 4,477,380
and Texas of 2,510,359. The graph below illustrates the student distribution in percentage and
actual numbers by state and student demographics.

Table 2-1 MAES State Demographics
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State
Arizona
California
Colorado
New Mexico
Texas

Anglo

Mexican American

72%
262,526
74%
3,323,478
82%
425,749
52%
142,092
64%
1,617,840

20%
71,748
14%
646,282
14%
71,348
38%
102,994
20%
505,214

The following table examines the differences in student groups since the MAES compiled
their statistics. Today, Mexican American students are included in the "Hispanic" student group.
Although the student groups have changed since the MAES Reports, for the purpose of this
analysis, the Hispanic student group will be compared to the Mexican American student group.
The student groups are similar in definition, and therefore, a comparison may be drawn. Table 2
examines the differences in race/ethnicity since the MAES reports were issued.
Since 1968, the percentage of the White student population has declined in the five states
examined. California experienced the most significant decrease, a 46.3 percentage point drop in
the number of White students enrolled in public schools. Conversely, the Hispanic student
population increased in these same states.
The largest increase was in California, with an increase of 34.6 percentage points, a more than
three-fold increase in the percentage of Hispanic students. It is important to note that all five
states more than doubled the proportion of Hispanic students in 40 years. As evidenced in the
graphs, the population distribution of students, both Anglo and Hispanic, is almost the exact
opposite from 1968 to 2009.
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Table 2-2 White and Mexican American Student Population Comparison6
Anglo/White

State

Mexican American

1969

2009

Variance

1969

2009

Variance

Arizona

72%

44%

-27%

20%

41%

21%

California

74%

28%

-46%

14%

49%

35%

Colorado

82%

61%

-21%

14%

28%

14%

New Mexico

52%

29%

-24%

38%

56%

18%

Texas

64%

34%

-30%

20%

48%

28%

Enrollment by Grade Level
Table 3 illustrates student enrollment by grade level in 1968. It is interesting to note that the
percent of Anglo students enrolled in school increased from elementary to secondary for most of
the states examined. For example, in Colorado 81% of elementary students were Anglo,
compared to 83% at the intermediate grade level and 85% in the secondary level. The only state
that did not follow this trend was New Mexico. The inverse was true for Mexican American
students. In every state, except in New Mexico, the percent of students enrolled in school
decreased from elementary to secondary grade levels. The state with the most significant drop in
student enrollment for Mexican American students was Texas. The percent of Mexican
American students enrolled in the elementary grade level was 22%, which dropped to 17% for
the secondary level enrollment. It may be argued that the difference in enrollment by grade level

6

Data Source: ED Facts State Profiles: Final SY 2008-09 Consolidated State Performance Report
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may be due in part to Mexican American students dropping out of school after the elementary
and intermediate grade level.
Table 2-3 MAES 1968 Student Demographics in 5 states7 by Grade Level
State
Arizona

California

Colorado

New Mexico

Texas

Grade Level

Anglo

Mexican American

Elementary

70%

20%

Intermediate

73%

19%

Secondary

75%

18%

Elementary

73%

16%

Intermediate

73%

14%

Secondary

79%

12%

Elementary

81%

15%

Intermediate

83%

13%

Secondary

85%

12%

Elementary

50%

40%

Intermediate

58%

35%

Secondary

54%

37%

Elementary

61%

22%

Intermediate

68%

18%

Secondary

69%

17%

Enrollment by Percent of English Language Learners
According to Dow (2008) “In the twenty-first century U.S. society, large numbers of children
in public schools come from families where parents speak languages other than English” further,
“…nearly one person in five spoke a language other than English at home in the year 2000 (U.S.
Census, 2000) (1). It is important to recognize that the exact percent of English Language
Learners (ELL) that are of Mexican descent is difficult to calculate given that not all English
learners are of Hispanic origin. According to the Texas Education Agency website (2011)
English Language Learners are “Students of limited English proficiency whose primary language
is other than English and whose English language skills are such that the student has difficulty

7

Data Source: Fall 1968 HEW Title VI Survey
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performing ordinary class work in English”. Table 4 provides an estimate of the percent of
Hispanic and ELL students in the five states for the 2008-2009 school year. The largest
population of ELL students is in California with 24.2% followed by New Mexico with 16.3%
and Texas with 15.1%.
Table 2-4 Hispanic and English Language Student Population Comparison8

% Hispanic

% English Language Learners

2008-2009

2008-2009

Arizona

41%

12%

California

49%

24%

Colorado

28%

11%

New Mexico

56%

16%

Texas

48%

15%

State

Enrollment by Percent of Economically Disadvantaged
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the average household income in 1969 was $33,072
(2012). The table below illustrates the income distribution of 964 Mexican American
households in the Southwest in 1969 (MAES Report II 1971). It is interesting to note that all
964 households were below the average household income reported by the U.S. Census Bureau

8

Data Source: ED Facts State Profiles: Final SY 2008-09 Consolidated State Performance Report
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($33,072) in 1969. The majority of Mexican Americans had an average household income
between $3,000 and $9,999. Approximately 25% of the sample had an income between $4,000
and $5,999. None of the households in the sample had an income greater than $25,000. Further,
according to the U.S. Census Bureau, the poverty threshold was set based on 1969 living
standards by family size and number of children. For example, the threshold for a family of four
with a female as head of household was $4,294. Based on these thresholds approximately 31%
of the sample lived in poverty (U.S. Census Bureau 2012).
Table 2-5 Family Income for Mexican American Households, United States: November 19699

Mexican American
Households

Percent of Distribution
Less than $1,000
$1000-$1,999
$2,000-$2,999
$3,000-$3,999
$4,000-$5,999
$6,000-$7,499
$7,500-$9,999
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-24,999
$25,000 and over

3%
5%
10%
13%
25%
17%
15%
10%
2%
0%
Conclusion

The 2011-2012 school year will be the first year students in grades 3-8 will begin to take the
STAAR assessment. The 2011-2012 school year, will mark the 10th year anniversary of No
Child Left Behind. In the book entitled, What Does it Mean to Be Well Educated? By Alfie
Kohn noted,

9

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Persons of Spanish Origin in the United States, November 1969. Population
Characteristics, Series P-20, No. 213, February 1971, Table 21 (MAES Report II, 1971; p. 85)

37

Indeed, researchers have found a statistically significant correlation between high scores
on a range of standardized tests and a shallow approach to learning. In any case, no
single test is sufficiently valid, reliable, or meaningful that it can be treated as a marker
for academic success. (4)
After ten years of heavily relying on outcomes of standardized tests as the only marker of student
achievement and school success, federal and state reforms have shown little evidence that the
achievement gaps between student groups are closing. At the federal level the failure of the
policies of the 1960 and 1970s provided an opportunity for a more conservative approach to
education. As noted by Bowles and Gintis (1976) "...the educational system, perhaps more than
any other contemporary social institution, has become the laboratory in which competing
solutions to the problems of personal liberation and social equality are tested and the arena in
which social struggles are fought out " (5). In the 1980s and 1990s the Bush and Clinton
administrations championed national reforms that would standardize the American education
system. As later noted by Ravitch (2011) the national standards movement was a failure which
continues to foster an educational environment that is less than progressive. The No Child Left
Behind legislation did focus on forcing schools to report student outcomes by student groups;
however, it failed to provide strategies that would give schools how to alleviate outcome
disparities between student groups.
Across Texas, community organizations proved to be a powerful tool to bring about change.
It is important to note that flavor of community organizing in Texas was somewhat different than
what transpired elsewhere. Shirley describes the Texas-style community organizing as follows:
Unlike the rising politics of group identity which emphasized race, class, and gender
differences, "Organizing for Family and Congregation" sought common ground by
defending the sanctity of the family, highlighting the endangered status of American
youth, and championing the role of secondary associations in enriching American social
and spiritual life. (43)
38

The pairing of family and religion ignited the political capacity of minorities and the poor.
Pluralistic representation of underrepresented groups inspired to become active participants in
educational reform.
Making a difference, must be explicitly recast in broader social and moral terms. It must
be seen that one cannot make a difference at the interpersonal level unless the problem
and solution are enlarged to encompass the conditions that surround teaching, and the
skills and actions that would be needed to make a difference. Without this additional and
broader dimension the best teachers will end up as moral martyrs. (Fullan 1993; 10)
As noted in the content of this dissertation, major social movements and events lead to the
implementation of several landmark educational reforms that have changed the focus of
educational priorities. However, at the same time the student achievement outcomes that
resulted from Congress implementing the mandates of the Executive and Judicial branches failed
to bring parity to economically disadvantage and minority students. With the lack of change the
progressive mood in education was seized by the assessment and accountability movement and
spearheaded by the conservative forces in politics and policy. As noted by Clarke, Hero, Sidney,
Fraga, and Erlichson (2006),
The mobilization and collective action of the civil rights campaigns in the 1950s, 1960s,
and 1970s remain inspirational models for other minority groups in the United States.
Ironically, however, these historic political successes can appear as political barriers to
other groups seeking access and influence in local education politics. The barriers are not
intentional, nor are they permanent. (2)
The goal of this chapter was to present a historical overview of federal and state educational
reforms since the Mexican American Education Study (1970-1974) was published and to
highlight the disparities that exist within the student demographics. Next I will contextualize the
disparities within various theoretical frameworks.
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CHAPTER 3
CLASS, ETHNICITY, LANGUAGE AND POLITICAL SYSTEMS
The key to understanding the social and educational context of Mexican American students is
by providing a backdrop to their social and political conditions. These social conditions include
class, ethnicity, language and the relative powerlessness in political participation of the Mexican
American community. The conceptualization of this dissertation is embedded in the context of
Mexican American students attending school in the Southwest. As noted in earlier chapters, the
focus of this dissertation is based on the educational outcomes of Mexican American students,
which were documented in the Mexican American Education Study (1970-1974). The Mexican
American Education Study (MAES) advocated for the need to examine the effects of educational
gaps and to bring equity to the schooling of Mexican American students by merging the culture
of policy to the culture of data. The idea of formulating policies based on evidence and bringing
equity to the schooling of Mexican American students was clearly noted in the MAES Reports
(1970-1974):
The series of reports seeks to provide a comprehensive assessment of the nature of extent
of educational opportunities available to Mexican American in the public schools of the
five Southwestern States [Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas] and to
make educators aware of the effects of their policies and programs on the performance of
students of individual ethnic groups. (Report II 1971; 5)
A primary and important outcome of the MAES was to convey the educational conditions of
Mexican American students as a consequence of the educational policies and programs instituted
in the Southwest. Thus, this chapter attempts to continue the evaluation of Mexican American
student performance initiated by the Mexican American Education Study by bringing awareness
of the effects of current federal and state policies and programs on the performance of minority
and economically disadvantaged students, specifically Mexican Americans. Accordingly, the
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theoretical perspectives presented in this chapter are grounded in sociological and political
perspectives that focus on social interactions and political participation and serve as the lens
through which my argument is synthesized. In order to frame my argument, I provide a thick
description, guided by theoretical perspectives, of each of the social conditions posed.
This chapter has three main objectives: to provide a historical overview that contextualizes
the Mexican American schooling experience; to address issues of class, ethnicity and language;
and lastly, to discuss the relative powerlessness in political systems of the Mexican American
community.
Contextualizing the Mexican American Schooling Experience
The first and primary objective is to present a historical overview of the social and
educational conditions of Mexican American students. In essence, I establish the foundation for
my argument and present a narrative of the root cause that helps explain the lack of progress of
Mexican American students.
Equity, efficiency, liberty, security, democracy, justice, and other such goals are only
aspirations for a community, into which people read contradictory interpretations. But
while the interpretations divide people, the aspirations unite us. The process of trying to
imagine the meaning of a common goal and fitting one’s own interpretation to that image
is centripetal force. (Stone 1988; 310)
My aspiration for contextualizing the Mexican American schooling experience is to bring
awareness of the current status of these students; and even though I primarily focus on Mexican
Americans, I hope to impact the collective knowledge of schooling. As argued by Stone (1988),
defining a problem is necessary in order to pose a general solution (150). Thus, to define the
problem posed in this dissertation, I must address the educational gaps between Mexican
Americans and the general student population.
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Researchers and policy makers have long recognized the existence of achievement gaps
between non-minority and minority groups. Moreover, the discussion of the achievement gaps
between economically advantaged and the economically disadvantaged has resurfaced.
According to the National Center for Education Statistic's Report Status and Trends in the
Education of Racial and Ethnic Minorities (2010) in the past two decades, the Hispanic10
population has increased from 6.4% in 1980, to 15.4% in 2008 (5). Further, the Hispanic
population is projected to increase to 21% by 2025. Moreover, as per the same report, in 2007
approximately 27% (15.3 million) of Hispanic children under the age of 18 were living in
poverty. These figures are alarming given that the national percentage of children living in
poverty is 18% (NCES 2010). Thus, Hispanic children are more likely to be living in poverty
than their non-Hispanic peers.
An additional factor that also impacts the performance of Hispanic students is their English
language proficiency. According to a publication by the Alliance for Excellent Education
entitled Meaningful Measurement: The Role of Assessments in Improving High School Education
in the Twenty-First Century (2009) the English Language Learning population is significant:
Currently [2009], there are 5.1 million ELL [English Language Learners] students,
forming more than 10 percent of the country’s student population. Because of the rapid
growth of this group, we need to accurately determine which ELL students require
English Language services, and then work to support all of their academic needs. (143)
Thus, the discussion of Mexican American students needs to address the dynamics of cultural,
socio-economic and language factors and how they affect learning. It is important to recognize
that this trifecta of factors potentially provides explanations for the lack of educational progress

10

As noted in Chapter 2 (31) Mexican American students are included in the “Hispanic” student group and comprise
a significant majority of the “Hispanic” student population in the Southwest. For the purpose of this analysis the
Hispanic and Mexican American will be used interchangeably.

42

of Hispanic students. We can establish that a significant number of Hispanic children are also
economically disadvantaged and have limited English proficiency.
Kao and Thompson (2003) argue that, "understanding race, ethnic, and immigrant variation in
educational achievement and attainment is more important than ever as the U.S. population
becomes increasingly diverse" (418). In a recent article, Labb and Fiske (2011) argued that the
disparities among students are not only attributed to racial differences, they are also correlated to
economic status.
The Occupy movement has catalyzed rising anxiety over income inequality; we
desperately need a similar reminder of the relationship between economic
advantage and student performance. The correlation has been abundantly
documented, notably by the famous Coleman Report of 1966. New research by
Sean F. Reardon of Stanford University traces the achievement gap between
children from high-and-low-income families over the last 50 years and finds that
it now far exceeds the gap between white and black students (2011).
As addressed by Labb and Fiske (2011), and previously by Coleman (1966), the contention that
poverty is an important factor that impacts the educational outcomes of minority students needs
to be part of the narratives of Mexican American students.
Mexican American Historical Perspectives
As a nation, the U.S. values its educational system as well as the idea that our children will
accomplish more than their parents if they work hard and become educated. The United States
has branded itself as the land of promise and opportunity where everyone has an equal
opportunity to life, liberty, and a democratic education. The education experience of Mexican
American students since the early 1900s was not without hardship and struggle. Mexican
American students traditionally were misunderstood by the mainstream Anglo-American culture.
As per the norms established by the dominant culture, identification with the Mexican culture
and values was perceived as a negative quality. For example, in the early 1900s, Mexican
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American students were perceived as part of the Mexican problem (Bixler-Márquez 1997).
People of Mexican descent were considered outcasts who were “foreigners, immigrants,
transients, poor, delinquent, uncultured, and unskilled” (274). Inasmuch as the Mexican people
influenced the U.S. economic system through their labor, they were perceived to be a problem
and a threat to the American society. This idea fostered the concept of the Mexican problem,
which alleged that Mexicans were potential dangers to society; consequently, this idea neglected
the positive cultural attributes and contributions of the Mexican culture (Bixler-Márquez 1997:
273). Bixler-Márquez (1997) summarizes the influence of the Mexican community on the
economic development of the United States as follows:
Indeed, the Mexican community emerged as a major participant in the capitalist
development of the Southwest. It became integrated into the corporate industries then
experiencing unprecedented growth. These same economically productive workers were
segregated in terms of work, religion, occupation, recreation, housing, and education
(1997; 274).
It is interesting to note that all aspects of Mexican people were seen as negative and Mexican
American children needed to be assimilated to the mainstream culture. These negative
perceptions led to the institutionalization of the idea of the Mexican problem and the
implementation of school policies that addressed the perceived problem.
Class, Ethnicity and Language Perspectives
The second objective of this chapter was to frame the notions of class, ethnicity and language
by incorporating the concept of “capital” as presented by Pierre Bourdieu. In this section, I
present my interpretation of Bourdieu’s theory, which deeply influenced the structure of my
theoretical framework. Thus, the application of Bourdieu’s theory provides a nexus to the
interplay of minority and socio-economic status. The work of Pierre Bourdieu (1977, 1986)
reflects the idea that social reality is based on interactions with social actors. In other words, the
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experiences of children and what they are exposed to shape their perspectives in life. Lareau
(2003) emphasized that Bourdieu's work "provides a context for examining the impact of social
class position" (275). Further, Bourdieu (1986) argued that individuals acquire three types of
capital: 1) Economic Capital; 2) Cultural Capital, and 3) Social Capital. In the following
quotation, Bourdieu explains his notion of capital,
capital can present itself in three fundamental guises; as economic capital, which
is immediately and directly convertible into money and may be institutionalized
in the form of property rights, as cultural capital, which is convertible, on certain
conditions, into economic capital and may be institutionalized in the form of
educational qualifications; and as social capital, made up of social obligations,
which is convertible, in certain conditions, into economic capital and may be
institutionalized in the form of a title of mobility (47).
Capital, as described by Bourdieu, situates individuals in an economic, cultural and social
context. Bourdieu argues that individuals are an outcome of their capital. By means of
Bourdieu’s ideas about capital, each type of capital was paired with other theoretical perspectives
that elaborate and enhances my interpretation of capital.
Bourdieu (1986) describes his forms of capital in his work The Forms of Capital published in
1986. It is important to note that Bourdieu describes economic capital as a manifestation of
cultural and social capitals. The table below provides the definitions as stated by Bourdieu in his
article The Forms of Capital (1986):
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Table 3-1 Bourdieu’s Theoretical Perspective
Bourdieu’s
Conception of
Capital

Cultural Capital

Social Capital

Economic Capital

Definition
Cultural capital can exist in three forms: in the embodied state, i.e., in
the form of long-lasting dispositions of the mind and body; in the
objectified state, in the form of cultural goods (pictures, books,
dictionaries, instruments, machines, etc.), which are the trace or
realization of theories or critiques of these theories, problematics, etc.;
and in the institutionalized state, a form of objectification which must be
set apart because, as will be seen in the case of educational
qualifications, it confers entirely original properties on the cultural
capital which it is presumed to guarantee. (47)
Social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which
are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition –
or in other words, to membership in a group – which provides each of its
members with the backing of the collectivity-owned capital, a
‘credential’ which entitles them to credit, in the various senses of the
word. These relationships may exist only in the practical state, in
material and/or symbolic exchanges which help to maintain them. (51)
Social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which
are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition –
or in other words, to membership in a group – which provides each of its
members with the backing of the collectivity-owned capital, a
‘credential’ which entitles them to credit, in the various senses of the
word. These relationships may exist only in the practical state, in
material and/or symbolic exchanges which help to maintain them. (54)

The coupling of Bourdieu’s theoretical perspective with additional perspectives interlaces the
fabric of this dissertation and presents an alternative view of the Mexican American schooling
experience in order to address the second objective of this chapter. I argue that cultural, social
and economic capitals influence the educational experience of Mexican American students. The
table below summarizes the pairing of my theoretical framework:
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Table 3-2 Bourdieu’s Theoretical Perspective
Bourdieu’s Conception of Capital

Associate Perspectives
Deficit Thinking Perspective

Cultural Capital

Social Capital

Subtractive Schooling Perspective
Ethnographic Perspective
Annette Lareau

Guadalupe Valdés

Economic capital, as presented by Bourdieu (1986; 56), is the convergence of cultural and social
capital. In the evaluation of Mexican American students’ economic capital can be measured as
the manifestation of opportunities available to Mexican American students. I argue that the lack
of economic capital of Mexican Americans generates opportunity gaps.
Cultural Capital in the Context of Mexican Americans
In the past, many authors including Thomas P. Carter (1970) have argued that the majority of
Mexican American students have encountered and internalized negative stereotypes of their
culture, language, and social disposition. Many educational reformers advocate for an
educational environment that abolishes the idea of deficient thinking and subtractive schooling
(Valenzuela, 2005). Deficient thinking are negative perceptions associated with a particular
groups as a consequence of their minority and/or socioeconomic status and may be manifested in
schooling environments, thereby creating a subtractive schooling culture.
The following sections describe the discourse of deficit thinking and subtractive schooling.
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Deficit Thinking Perspective
The notion of deficit thinking emerged from the work of Thomas P. Carter who wrote “one of
the most significant scholarly contributions to the study of Mexican American education ever
published the “Mexican Americans in School: A History of Educational Neglect” published in
1970 (Valencia, 2006: 241). Carter (1970) argued that Mexican Americans were a complex
group and noted the following
the literature does clearly demonstrate that Mexican Americans, as a group, tend
to: (1) do poorly in school by any measure, (2) drop out early, (3) speak Spanish,
and (4) be poor. The circular nature of arguments commonly presented is
obvious: Mexican Americans do poorly in school because they are poor, speak
Spanish, and are culturally Mexican American, or Mexican Americans continue to
be poor, speak Spanish, and carry a traditional folk culture because they do poorly
in school. Most works slight the influence of the socioeconomic system Mexican
Americans live in. Equally slighted was research on the nature and outcomes of
school programs, policies, and practices and the most recent concepts of school
social climate. (3)
Carter (1970) highlighted the complexity of Mexican American students and in order to
understand Mexican American students it is crucial to examine their socioeconomic status and
culture, including language. Richard R. Valencia (1997) and Angela Valenzuela (1999)
countered the incorrect narratives about Mexican Americans and reframed the argument to focus
on the school culture and the influence of socioeconomic status and language affecting student
outcomes. Valenzuela (1999) presented two ideas on how subtractive schooling is manifested:
1. it dismisses their definitions of education which is not only thoroughly
grounded in Mexican culture
2. subtractive schooling encompasses subjectively assimilationist policies and
practices that are designated to divest Mexican students of their culture and
language.
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Further, Valenzuela (2005) argued the following:
A key consequence of these subtractive elements of schooling is the erosion of
students' social capital as evident in the presence and absence of academically
oriented networks among immigrant and U.S. born youth, respectively. (20)
In the last 40 years, several educational reforms may have indirectly impacted the educational
outcomes of Mexican American students. Schools continue to deny the contributions of the
Mexican American community, a process that has enabled deficit thinking. It is imperative that
minority children feel that their culture and traditions are an important part of their education.
According to Cummins (2001),
In the past, the school's rejection of students' language and culture tend to reflect
the broader society's subornation of cultures and languages other than those of the
dominant group. In many societies throughout the world, students who
experience the most persistent and severe educational difficulties tend to come
from communities that, over generations, have been discriminated against and
viewed as inherently inferior by the dominant societal group”. (Ogbu, 1989, 1992,
as cited in Cummins 2001; 3)
In order to overcome deficit thinking narratives, the cultural composition of Mexican American
children needs to be included in the schooling environment. By creating learning environments
that engage the attributes of Mexican American children, the deficit thinking narratives can be
overcome. Continuous disregard for the rich Mexican American heritage and culture
encourages an environment of deficit thinking and institutionalizes a culture of subtractive
schooling. Thus, deficit theory scholars argue that Mexican American children internalize all the
negative attitudes and beliefs about their culture and language and become a self-fulfilling
prophecy. The idea of self-fulfilling prophecy in education holds that students internalize the
negative attitudes about their culture, language and traditions. Further, students also internalize
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teacher expectations. Ultimately, the combination of deficit thinking and subtractive schooling
produces low achievement in school.
Subtractive Schooling Perspective
The idea of subtractive schooling can be described as an environment that fails to engage
every aspect of Mexican American students’ culture, traditions and values. A schooling
environment has been created that fails to establish an orientation of learning that is
inclusionary and caring; rather, the school culture is exclusionary and thus the orientation of
the school culture is not grounded in the Mexican American culture (Valenzuela 1999). For
example, in Texas, “the Texas State Board of Education specifically rejected a proposed
standard that would require mentioning that ‘Tejanos were among the fallen heroes of the
Alamo’ (Kraus 2011, 132). These actions led to an uproar by Democratic members of the
Texas State Board of Education. In Arizona, as argued in a Letter to Governor Brewer on
SB 1070 by the faculty and staff of the Chicana/o Studies Department at UC Davis (UC
Davis 2011), the following was noted,
We also protest Arizona's legislation to ban the curriculum of ethnic studies in K-12. In
today's world of global tension and mis-information, there is a greater need than ever
before to expand the curriculum of ethnic studies. To infer that a curriculum in ethnic
studies can be anti-American and seditious in nature, only serves to demonstrate a form
of racial superiority by English-only advocates, state legislators and school authorities
of Arizona.
Language
The evidence suggests that the educational experience of Mexican American students
continues to be subtractive in nature. Based on this evidence, it appears as if minority students
continue to be surrounded by deficit thinking and subtractive schooling in the American school
system. Today, according to the Intercultural Development Research Association (IDRA), “four
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in ten Mexican American students drop out of school” while “three out of ten graduates are
prepared to enter college” and only “two out of ten graduates will enter a four year learning
institution” (IDRA’s School Holding Power Portal11).
A recent report issued by the Pew Hispanic Center entitled ‘Latinos and Education:
Explaining the Attainment Gap’ (López, 2009), reports:
Latino schooling in the U.S. has been characterized by high dropout rates and low college
completion rate. Both problems have moderated over time, but a persistent educational
attainment gap remains between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites ( 1).
In Texas, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) reports an annual dropout rate of 3% for
Hispanics and 3.7% for English Language Learner (ELL) students (“Academic Excellence
Indicator System 2008-09 State Performance Report”, TEA, 2010). In contrast to a policy brief
prepared by Intercultural Development Research Association (IDRA), Missing: Texas Youth
Dropout and Attrition Rates in Texas Public High Schools, Robledo (1999) asserts the following:
IDRA’s research shows that 147,313 students (43%) from 1993-94 freshman class
did not graduate in 1996-97 in what would have been their senior year. The
Texas Educational Agency (TEA) reports that only 26,901 students (9.1 percent
estimated longitudinal rate) dropped out of school for that same period. (1)
It appears that subtractive schooling has fostered a culture of underachieving that has remained
constant since the Mexican American Education Study (1970-1974). Consequently, the culture
of under- achievement has been manifested by reforms that fail to foster educational equity in
schools. Cummins (2001) contends that a negative school culture and subtractive schooling can
be eliminated.
To turn this scenario around and reverse the pattern of academic failure inevitably
requires that educators, students, and communities challenge the historical
patterns of subordination that has characterized relations in the broader society.

11

It is important to note that there are variations in the definitions of graduation, completion, and drop out rates. The
IDRA definition of a graduate is different than that of the Texas Education Agency.
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When educators encourage culturally diverse students to develop the language
and culture they bring from home and build on their prior experiences, they
together with their students, challenge the perceptions in the broader society that
these attributes are inferior or worthless. (3)
Further, Cummins (2001) contends that in order to embrace the cultural differences among
students, a collective effort must be made by all actors involved including students, educators
and communities. Although the task may seem impossible, many schools have begun to adopt
policies that create an additive schooling environment.
Social Capital in the Context of Mexican Americans
The ethnographic work of Annette Lareau (2003) and Guadalupe Valdés (1996) found that
the differences between minority and non-minority children were mainly consequences of social
economic status. As noted by Lareau (2003)
My own view is that seeing a selected aspect of family life as differentiated by social
class is simply a better way to understand the reality of American family life. I also
believe that social location at birth can be very important in shaping the routines of daily
life, even when family members are not particularly conscious of the existence of social
classes. (Lareau, 2003; 236)
In her ethnographic work, Unequal Childhoods, Annette Lareau (2003) studied the
differences and similarities between children of Black and White families. The study details indepth observations of the lives of twelve middle class, working class, and impoverished class
families. The stark differences in family lifestyles and long-term goals for their children were
explored and documented. One important factor that emerged in her ethnographic study was that
the social economic status of a child makes a difference in the life experiences of that child.
Lareau (2003) also found that the children from the middle-class families displayed a sense of
entitlement and negotiated with parents rather than followed directives. Adults rarely
intimidated children from middle class families. Further, these children were encouraged to ask
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questions of doctors and other adults they interacted with. On the other hand, children from
working-class and poor families experienced a sense of constraint and rarely spoke back to their
parents. These children followed directives and did as they were told. As argued by Lareau
(2003), economically disadvantaged parents were less hesitant to question teachers or other adult
figures present in their children’s lives. Further, Lareau (2003) noted that all families differed in
their child-rearing practices based on their social economic status. Consequently, children from
the working-class and poor families were at a cultural disadvantage compared to their middleclass peers. In the end, Lareau (2003) shared that all families (middle, working, and poor
families) wanted the best for their children regardless of social economic status.
The second ethnographic study, Con Respeto, Bridging the Distance Between Culturally
Diverse Families and Schools, Guadalupe Valdés (1996) documented the experiences of ten
Mexican-born families living along the U.S.-Mexican border. Almost all families were from
humble backgrounds and their jobs were concentrated in construction, janitorial work, small
business ownership, farm labor and factory work. Valdés (1996) found that most of the families’
interaction with the schools was focused on behavioral issues as opposed to conversations about
academics. Although their interactions with school officials were not focused on higher learning
opportunities, these parents wanted the best for their children. Many of the daily interactions
were to discuss the economic circumstances surrounding the family. It is important to note that
the Mexican American families that were part of the study valued an education but also placed
tremendous value on the family. Valdés (1996) summarized her work with the following
quotation,
I am convinced that, like the immigrants that came before them, Mexican people will
travel the distances between where they have been, what origin they are, and where they
must go [...] they will do so most effectively if they are allowed to become American at
their own pace and in their own way. (205)
53

Valdés provides a bridge for understanding the complexity of the Mexican American culture
and their views on family and education. Further, Valdés also noted that misunderstandings
between Mexican American families and the school system were rooted in cultural differences
and not on the lack of commitment to education.
Other ethnographic studies have noted similar findings to those of Lareau (2003) and Valdés
(1996) finding that poverty not only affected the economic culture of children, but also had a
deep impact in the psychological culture of children (Kantor 1991; Lewis (quoted in Kantor
1991;53). Additionally, Kantor (1991) argued the following,
poverty was characterized not just by a lack of income but by a distinct set of attitudes,
behaviors, and personality traits, ranging from “present-mindedness” and an inability to
“defer gratification” to feelings of “marginality, of helplessness, of dependence, and of
inferiority.” The second point was that these attitudes and behaviors were passed on from
poor parents to their children, depriving them of the psychological resources they needed
to escape the fate of their parents. (53)
As emphasized above, children acquire social, cultural and economic capital from their
experiences. Children that are reared in upper-middle class families have richer experiences that
can be exchanged for economic capital. Children from poor families have limited experiences
and therefore less opportunity to build their social capital.
Capital Conversion in Context of Mexican Americans
In the past forty years, statistical reports have identified the attainment gaps between
minority and economically disadvantaged students in comparison to their nonminority and more
affluent peers. However, these same reforms have failed to provide viable solutions to address
the disparities between student groups. Consequently, the mainstream perceptions of minority
students are reinforced by their low educational outcomes, which lead to negative narratives of
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minority and poor students. These less than positive political narratives are also the consequence
of political identity. According to Amy Gutmann (2003),
Identity groups occupy and uneasy place in democracy [...] When people are identified as
black or white, male or female, Irish or Arabic, Catholic or Jew, deaf or mute, they are
stereotyped by race, gender, ethnicity, religion, and disability and denied a certain
individuality that comes of their own distinctive character and freedom to affiliate as they
see fit. ( 1)
Thus, the negative political identity of Mexican Americans has been manifested in schooling
institutions. Given the fact that political identities influence political outcomes and that policy is
the end result of political motivations, in order for Mexican Americans to impact change, they
must engage their political identity and advocate for educational reforms. However, political
identity is not the only deterrent Mexican Americans need to overcome.
Limited Pluralism Perspective
Limited pluralism is the notion that presents an alternative view to the traditional views of
pluralism which view public policy as the result of relatively fair competition among competing
interest groups. Limited pluralism contends that the role of minorities in the policy process is
subordinate and has been reduced to “making a case for change" rather than actively engaging
the system and imposing change. Latino political scholar Rodney E. Hero (1992) posed the idea
that the U.S. political system functions inequitably in a system of two-tier pluralism. Hero (1992)
defines two-tier pluralism as follows:
Basically, two-tiered pluralism describes a situation in which there is formal legal
equality on the one hand, and simultaneously, actual practice that undercuts
equality for most members of minority groups, even if some individuals register
significant achievements. (Stone, 1990; Hochschild, 1988, 169 as cited in Hero,
1992; 190)
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As noted earlier, the complexities of Mexican Americans include conversations not only about
ethnicity, but also about social class and language barriers. Although policies have been enacted
to address poverty and language acquisition, the outcomes have not impacted the academic
achievement gap. Dow and Staudt (2012) provide an example of the disconnect between policies
and outcomes:
During eras of budgetary constraints, school districts in fast growing border
regions cut back programs like bilingual education or mandate “early exit” from
bilingual education. Moreover, while schools have not yet become “Englishonly,” the budgetary cuts to bilingual education and standardized testing in middle
and high school make it difficult for Spanish-language students to succeed, or
even to graduate from high school. Even federal funding to schools under Title I
and III have decreased or have been used less as supplementary funding and more
to supplant regular salaries (10).
To bring awareness to the disparities of socioeconomic status and language barriers, these
issues need to be included in the minority agenda. As noted by Dow and Staudt (2012) although
Title I was meant to address the needs of English Language Learners the policies’ intent is not
always fulfilled. Clarke et al. (2006) argue that "the mobilization and collective action of the
civil rights campaigns in the late 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s remain inspirational models for other
minority groups in the United States " (2). Many of the policies implemented in the 1950s,
1960s, and 1970s brought attention to the problem; however, the advocacy for minority and poor
has not moved beyond and influenced political interest and ideas. This may be due in part to the
lack of solidarity between groups as to what issues to advocate. Thus, to be influential and
impact change minority groups need to support a unified agenda that includes issues related to
ethnicity, social class, and language barriers. Moreover, a common agenda will organize
constituencies and thus demand change. Mexican Americans succeed before with a unified
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agenda, as evidenced by the community service organizations in San Antonio, Texas12. The end
result of a negative political identity may led to lack of political motivation and inspiration to
impact educational reforms that will benefit poor Mexican American students; thus, invoking
limited pluralism. Conceivably, this may be a consequence of advocating for issues only related
to ethnicity without including class and language issues.
Conclusion
The Latino experience has in many respects revolved around -- and the group's
inferior status has been attributed to or explained and legitimated by -- cultural
factors. In the context of political and socioeconomic inequality, what may be
cultural "differences" became defined and treated as "cultural deficiencies".
(Hero, 1992; 192)
The internalization of negative labels leads to self-fulfilling prophecies that only create a
cycle of underachievement and under attainment for minority, economically disadvantaged
students and English language learners. Further, minorities have failed to engage in the political
process and quest for more than a marginal participation. The political participation of the
minority and the poor would change the political discourse and therefore improve the standing of
minorities and the poor not only in education, but in all other realms of society. In essence, the
treatment and "handling" of Mexican American students manifested via negative schooling and
deficit thinking ideologies have maintained a culture of status quo. Moreover, contemporary
ideologies about education reforms have managed to hold hostage any progression of student
outcomes.
Albeit that public education is a public affair, its delivery appears to be an endeavor that has
lacked equality or fairness as found by the Mexican American Education Study (Report I, 1969).

12

Texas community service organizations are discussed in Chapter 2.
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Minority and economically disadvantaged students have endured the educational and economic
consequences of our current educational system. Cummins (2001) argues that,
the interactions that take place between students and teachers and among students
are more central to student success than any method for teaching literacy, or
science or Math. When powerful relationships are established between teachers
and students, these relationships can frequently transcend the economic and social
disadvantages that affect communities and schools alike in inner city and rural
areas. (2)
Ultimately, policies that address the needs of Mexican American students need to include
provisions addressing socioeconomic status and language needs and must engage school
administrators, communities and students to impact student success. These ideas were
emphasized in the Background Report for the International Summit on the Teaching Profession
entitled, Building a High-Quality Teaching Profession: Lessons From Around the World (2011),
The chances for success in reform improve through effective consultation, a
willingness to compromise and, above all, through the involvement of teachers in
the planning and implementation of reform. In moving beyond consultation to
involvement, the reform process becomes oriented towards transforming schools
into learning organizations, with teaching professionals in the lead. (52)
Politics, policies and outcomes need to be aligned to eradicate the achievement gaps for all
students; thus, merging the policy culture to the data culture.
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CHAPTER 4
MACRO ANALYSES SOUTHWESTERN STATE GAPS
Numerous studies indicate that schools in the Southwest have a poor record in
keeping minority group students enrolled. College enrollment statistics also show
gross underrepresentation of Mexican American, black, and Indian students on the
college campuses. Although gradual progress is being made in narrowing the gap, in
1969 the educational achievement levels of most minorities still lagged behind those
of the white population as a whole. (Mexican American Education Series Report II
1971; 8)
More than forty years after the Mexican American Education Study (MAES) Series (19701974) was released we continue to document the achievement gaps between minority and White
students. Today, numerous studies report that minority students continue to lag behind their
White counterparts in educational achievement. Based on the present educational performance of
Mexican American students, it can be concluded that the narratives about the educational
achievements of minority students remain unchanged. In this chapter, the measures that were
introduced in the MAES Report II (1971) entitled The Unfinished Education: Outcomes for
Minorities in the Five Southwestern States are used to gauge the educational conditions of
Mexican American students in the Southwest. Thus, the purpose of this chapter is to review the
findings detailed in the MAES Report II (1971) and compare those findings to the present
educational conditions of Mexican American students in Arizona, California, Colorado, New
Mexico and Texas. The conclusions presented in the MAES Report II (1971) were based on the
outcomes of the following measures:
1. Holding power of schools;
2.Reading achievement;
3.Overageness in grade assignment;
4.Grade repetitions, and
5.Participation in extra curricular activities.
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The organization of this chapter will parallel the organization of MAES Report II (1971) to
enable a valid comparison. The first section of this chapter will discuss the definitions of the
measures of achievement as defined in 1969 and 2009. The next section will provided an
overview of the chapter’s methodology. Lastly, the first (Macro) research question will be
addressed. As noted in Chapter One the following is the macro question of this dissertation:
1. According to the Mexican American Education Study, minority students in the
Southwest fall behind their White counterparts. How much has this situation
changed in the Southwest since the report was issued?
The baseline for the macro question are the measures used for school holding power and
Reading achievement as reported in the Mexican American Education Study Report II (1971)
which was published in 1971. Further, the research will evaluate the changes in the educational
outcomes of Mexican American students in 1969 and will evaluate and compare them to the
achievements of Mexican American students in 2009 in Arizona, California, Colorado, New
Mexico and Texas. Therefore, in order to answer the macro research question a state-by-state
evaluation will be presented, analyzed and discussed.
Mexican American Education Study Overview
In 1957 Congress established an independent bipartisan agency, the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, to:


Investigate complaints alleging that citizens are being deprived of their right to vote by
reason of their race, color, religion, or national origin, or by reason of fraudulent
practices;



Study and collect information concerning legal developments constituting a denial of
equal protection of the laws under the Constitution;



Appraise Federal laws and policies with respect to equal protection of the laws;
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Serve as a national clearinghouse for information in respect to denials of equal
protection of the laws; and



Submit reports, findings, and recommendations to the President and the Congress
(Report II 1972; 2).

A total of six reports were issued as part of the Mexican American Education Study Series.
Each of the reports issued by the Commission on Civil Rights assessed a different aspect of the
educational opportunities afforded to Mexican American students. All of the reports issued
focused on five southwest states including Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and
Texas. The first report focused on enrollment differences between Mexican American students
and their non-minority peers. Further, the report also collected and presented data on the
discrepancies between the number of minority school personnel and board members. The main
goal of Report II was to “analyze the performance of schools in the Southwest for students of
various ethnic backgrounds, using such measures as school holding power, Reading
achievement, grade repetition, and overageness” (MAES: Report II 1972; 6). The last three
reports focused on school finances, teacher-pupil interactions in the classroom and other
relationships present in the school contexts (MAES: Report II 1973).
Methodology
According to the Mexican American Education Study Series (1970-1974), minority
students in the Southwest fall behind their White counterparts in the degree of educational
attainment. The macro analysis in this study is a descriptive comparison that will examine the
holding power and educational progress of students in the five MAES states (Arizona, California,
Colorado, New Mexico and Texas) using current state comparable measures. The comparable
measures were obtained from the Summer 2011 ED Facts State Profiles.
As noted previously, Report II of the MAES Series identified five measures of student
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progress: school holding power, reading achievement, overageness grade assignments, grade
retention and participation in extracurricular activities. The Summer 2011 ED Facts only
includes information regarding school holding power and reading achievement. Information
regarding grade retention, overageness and participation in extracurricular activities was not
included in the 2009 dataset. Consequently, this analysis will only compare the outcomes of
school holding power and reading achievement for 1969 and 2009. Thus, in order to establish
the validity of the comparison the definitions of the two measures are provided.
The tables below provide the MAES and the Summer 2011 ED Facts measures definitions
(MAES Report II, 1971 & U.S. Department of Education, Explanatory Notes: Summer ED Facts
State Trends Profiles 2011):
Table 4-1 Mexican American Education Study Series 1970-1974
1969 Measure

Definition

School holding power indicates the quantity of schooling a child
receives. In this report (MAES) it is measured by the percentage of
School Holding Power students entering schools that continue on at each successive grade. In
general, the greater number of years of education a student obtains, the
more likely he will be able to realize his potential abilities (p. 7).

Reading ability, is a traditional criterion of academic achievement. The
Reading Achievement ability to read well is a basic to success in almost every aspect of
school curriculum. It is a prerequisite still for nearly all jobs and is an
important tool of lifelong learning (p.7).
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Table 4-2 Summer 2011 ED Facts Definitions
2009 Measure

Definition

The percent of students measured from the beginning of high school who
Graduation graduate from public high school with a regular diploma (not including a GED or
any other diploma not fully aligned with the State’s academic standards) in the
Rate
standard number of years, or another definition developed by the state that more
accurately measures the rate of students who graduate from high school with a
regular diploma, which is approved by the Secretary in the State plan.
The percentage of students in the state performing at or above the Proficient level
State
(as determined by each state) for all students as well as students by race and
Assessment ethnicity and special populations.
The percentage of students in the state and nation who performed at or above the
Proficient level on the state National Assessment of Educational Progress
NAEP
(NAEP), for all students as well as students by race and ethnicity and special
Assessment populations. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) legislation
requires states that receive Title I funding to participate in the state NAEP in
Reading and Mathematics at grades 4 and 8 every two years.

According to the ED Facts explanatory notes the State graduation rate is defined as “the
percentage of students measured from the beginning of high school who graduate from public
high school with a regular diploma” (Exploratory Notes 2011). For the purpose of this study
the operational definition of holding power is the proportion of minority students that remain in
school (the estimates of school holding power) through Grade 12. Therefore, it can be argued
that the state graduation rate is a comparable measure to the MAES school holding power
measure. The table below indicates the grade levels examined for 1969 and 2009.
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Table 4-3 1969 & 2009 Holding Power Data Sources
Source

Data

1969 Mexican American Education Study

Grade 8 through Grade 12

2009 Summer ED Facts

Grade 9 through Grade 12

In the Mexican American Education Study(1971) the following information was noted:
Holding power rates are approximate estimates based on questionnaire data
modified by information from the U.S. Bureau of the Census and HEW.
Consequently, rates are not to be interpreted as representing exact percentages of
students retained. In this instance, a rate of 100 percent holding power for Anglos
at grade 8 does not mean that no Anglo student whatsoever has left school
between grades 1 and 8, but rather that nearly all students remained through that
grade. (MAES Report II, 1971; 10)
It is also important to note that in the MAES study the proportion of students that remained
through Grade 12 is measured based on the number of students in Grade 8. According to the
MAES, Grade 8 was selected because there was an increase of students that entered public
schools in Grade 9. This increase in students was due to the fact that many private schools only
offered schooling through Grade 8 and consequently private school students entered Grade 9 in
public schools. By using Grade 8 instead of Grade 9, the proportion would be a more accurate
measure of the high school holding power. Given that the school holding power is an
approximate measure, it is appropriate to use school holding power as a measure to compare
student outcomes in 1969 to those of 2009. The comparison is only an approximate estimate, as
it was intended in 1969.
In an effort to provide the best possible comparison for the two MAES measures, each
measure will be paired with a 2011 ED Facts measure. The information for school holding
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power and Reading achievement measures are provided for the following students groups for
1969 and 2009:




White
Hispanic
Black

For the purpose of this study the only two students groups that will be examined are the White
and Hispanic13. The table below outlines the pairing of the 1969 MAES measures with the 2009
Summer ED Facts measures.
Table 4-4 Pairing of MAES and ED Facts Measures
MAES Measure

School Holding Power

Grades

Grade 8
through
Grade 12

ED Facts Measure

Grades

State Graduation Rate

Grade 9
through
Grade 12
Grade 4

Grade 4

State Reading Assessment

Grade 8
Grade 12

Reading Achievement

Grade 8

Grade 4
NAEP Reading Assessment

Grade 12

Grade 8

It is important to note that the school holding power variable in the MAES used several intervals
13

As noted in Chapter Two, the words Hispanic and Mexican American will be used interchangeably
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to measure the holding power. The measure examined the number of students that entered
school in Grade 1, remained in school in Grade 8, completed school in Grade 12, and continued
onto college. In this study the comparison will be limited to the number of students that
remained in school from Grade 8 through Grade 12 in 1969 and that remained in Grade 9
through Grade 12 in 2009. The gap analysis determines the difference in percent of the school
holding power compared to their White counterparts. Thus, the gap analysis will evaluate the
school holding power in 1969 and in 2009 to determine if the gap between student groups has
changed in the last forty years.
The state assessment and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) outcomes
in Reading are a comparable measure to the MAES Reading achievement measure. The authors
of the MAES Series noted the following regarding Reading achievement:
School holding power represents only a quantitative measure of a school’s effectiveness.
It does not measure the quality of education the child receives nor does it indicate the
quality of individual achievement. Reading achievement levels have traditionally been
recognized as a means of determining school achievement because ability to read is
usually necessary to succeed and progress in other academic subjects (23).
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures the percent of students
in the state and nation who performed at or above the Proficient level on the NAEP assessment.
The gap analysis will determine the difference in percent of reading proficiency of Mexican
American students when compared to their White counterparts.
This study will primarily focus on comparing the gap analysis of school holding power and
reading achievement. As with the school holding power, a ratio to determine how many more
Mexican American students are below their grade level proficiency in Reading as compared to
their White counterparts will also be provided. The overall goal of this gap analysis is to learn
the extent of changes in school holding power and Reading achievement in the last 40 years in
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the Southwest. Further, as in the MAES study, a ratio of the number of Hispanics that are lost
(school holding power) in comparison to White students will also be provided.
Sample
Two sources of secondary data were used for this analysis. The baseline data source is from
the Mexican American Education Study Series published between 1970 and 1974. The second
source of secondary data is from the Summer ED Facts published in 2011. Both sources were
gathered by government agencies in an effort to document the progress of students in U.S.
schools.
Mexican American Education Study Series
The information gathered from the MAES reports (1970-1974) came from several sources. In
1969, a survey to gather information about the conditions of Mexican American education was
sent to all school districts with more than a 10% population of Mexican American students in the
Southwest. The surveys were sent to 538 districts in Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico
and Texas. The survey instruments included a Superintendent’s Questionnaire and a Principal’s
Survey for elementary and secondary schools within the sample distributions. A total of 532
Superintendents responded to the survey, which yield a 99% response rate. Further, a total of
1,166 school principals surveys were mailed to the same districts where the Superintendents
surveys were administered and approximately a 95% response rate was obtained. Additionally,
classroom observations were conducted in California, New Mexico and Texas during the 19701971 school year. Information was also gathered from the testimony concerning education
problems during public hearings held by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in San Antonio,
Texas in 1968 (Report II 1971; 5).
ED Facts
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The Summer 2011 ED Facts State Profiles is a data source from the U.S. Department of
Education. According to the U.S. Department of Education ED Facts is an “initiative to put
performance data at the center of policy, management and budget decisions for all K-12
educational programs” (U.S. Department of Education 2011). It is important to note that the ED
Facts initiative has only made state profiles available for the 2008-09 school year. According to
the U.S. Department of Education the state profiles were developed by the Performance
Information Management Service of the Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development
(U.S. Department of Education 2011). The state profiles include school demographics,
information regarding Adequate Yearly Progress, State and NAEP Assessment outcomes, Gap
Analysis, and student outcomes.
As mentioned previously the variables that will be used to compare to the MAES measures
are state graduation and state and NAEP assessment outcomes for Arizona, California, Colorado,
New Mexico and Texas.
Arizona
School Holding Power
According to the Mexican American Education Study the school holding power in Arizona
indicated that Anglo students were more likely than Mexican American students to remain in
school and enter college. As noted in the MAES Report II (1971) “in Arizona Mexican
Americans are 1.7 times [...] more likely than Anglos to leave prior to high school completion”
(12). The table and figure below illustrate the school holding power in 1969 and 2009 in
Arizona.
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Table 4-5 Arizona School Holding Power 1969 & 2009
Student Groups

White

Hispanic

1969
2009
1969
Gap Analysis
Graduation
Graduation Rate Hispanic - White
Rate
88.9

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic - White

82.4
-7.6

81.3

-15.9
66.5

Figure 4-1 Arizona School Holding Power 1969 & 2009

As evidenced in the illustrations above, in Grade 12 the variance between Anglos and
Mexican Americans had increased by 7.6 percentage points. Whereas, the percent of Anglos that
remained in school was 88.9% compared to 81.3% for Mexican Americans. The gap between
White and Mexican American students increased to 15.9 percentage points by 2009.
Consequently, forty years later Mexican American students in Arizona are 1.9 times more likely
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than White students to leave school before graduation. Based on the gap analysis it may be
concluded that the school holding power in Arizona did not improve in the last forty years.
Today, Mexican American students are more likely not to complete school when compared to
White students.
Reading Proficiency Grade 4
According to the Mexican American Education Study in 1969 75% of Grade 4 White students
were proficient in reading, that is, were reading at or above grade level. On the other hand, Grade
4 Mexican American students were 56.5% proficient in reading. In 1969, the Reading
achievement gap between Whites and Mexican Americans was -18.5 percentage points.
Consequently, the achievement gap between White and Mexican American students increased
4.5 percentage points between 1969 and 2009. The reading achievement, as measured by the
Arizona state assessment, of White and Mexican Americans students increased to 85% and 62%,
respectively. However, White students increased proficiency by 10 percentage points compared
to an increase of 5.5 points for Mexican Americans. The White and Mexican American
achievement gap in the state reading assessment increased by 4.5 percentage points. It is
interesting to note that when using the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) the
proficiency levels for the two student groups were lower; however, the achievement gap was
exactly the same as the state assessment achievement gap. Based on the Grade 4 NAEP
outcomes, White students were 37% proficient in reading compared to 14% of Mexican
American students. The gap analysis is illustrated in the table and figure below.
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Table 4-6 Arizona 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 4

White

Hispanic

1969
1969
Reading Gap Analysis
Proficiency Hispanic White
75

2009
State
Reading
Proficiency

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

85
-18.5

56.5

2009
NAEP

37
-23

62

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-23
14

Figure 4-2 Arizona 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 8
The gap analysis for White and Mexican American students in Grade 8 yielded somewhat
different results. The achievement gap between students in 1969 was 32.7 percentage points.
Based on the gap analysis the student gap between the two groups had been reduced by 23
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percentage points when using the outcomes of the state assessment and by 24 percentage points
when using the NAEP assessment. However, the achievement gap was reduced by 8.7
percentage points, the gap was not eliminated. When examining state and NAEP assessments
the difference in proficiency continued to be significant. In 1969, 67.2% of White students were
proficient compared to 34.5% of Mexican American students. When using the 2009 state
assessment outcomes for every non-proficient White student there were 2.2 non-proficient
Mexican American students. If the same ratio is presented using the NAEP outcomes there 1.4
more Mexican American students than White students not proficient in Grade 8 reading. Similar
to the Grade 4 outcomes, the state assessment and NAEP reading proficiency gaps were almost
identical.
Table 4-7 Arizona 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Grade 8

White

Hispanic

1969
Reading
Proficiency

1969
Gap
Analysis
Hispanic White

67.2

2009
State
Reading
Proficiency

81
-32.7

34.5

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

2009
NAEP

39
-23

58

72

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-24
15

Figure 4-3 Arizona 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 12
In Grade 12 the comparison is limited to the difference between the 1969 reading proficiency
and the 2009 state Reading assessment outcomes. As noted previously, states are only required to
administer the NAEP assessment to students in grades 4 and 8. The 2011 Summer ED Facts does
not include NAEP outcomes for Grade 12 students. In 1969, as reported in MAES Report II
(1971), 67.2% of White students were proficient in Reading compared to 34.5% of Mexican
Americans. Further, the 1969 proficiency gap between White and Mexican American students
was 32.7 percentage points. In 2009, the proficiency gap was reduced to 22 percentage points
between White and Mexican Americans. Moreover, in 2009 there was an increase in proficiency
for White students of 18.8 percentage points and an increase of 29.5 percentage points for
Mexican Americans for the same time period. Although there were increases in the proficiency
level of White and Mexican American students the increase failed to eliminate the proficiency
gap between students. The table below highlights the information regarding Grade 12 reading
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proficiency differences between White and Mexican American students:
Table 4-8 Arizona 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 12

1969
Reading
Proficiency

White

67.2

Hispanic

34.5

1969
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-32.7

2009
State
Reading
Proficiency
86

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-22

64

Figure 4-4 Arizona 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
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California
School Holding Power
The Mexican American Education Study(1970-1974) noted the following:
The California schools surveyed by the Commission have a better record of retaining
Chicanos until grade 12 than the Southwest as a whole. Even so, fewer than two out
of every three Mexican American students, or 64 percent, ever graduate (12).
In 1969, the completion rate for White students was 85.7% compared to a completion rate of
63.8% for Mexican American students. The gap analysis showed a difference of 21.9 percentage
points between the two groups. As a result, Mexican American students in California were 2.5
times more likely than White students to leave school before graduation. In 2009, the state
graduation rate for White students was 87.7% compared to 73.2 % for Mexican American
students. The gap analysis indicated that the difference between White and Mexican American
students was 14.5 percentage points. Accordingly, Mexican American students were 2.2 times
less likely to complete school than White students. The table and figure below illustrate the
California school holding power differences.
Table 4-9 California School Holding Power 1969 & 2009
Student Groups

1969
1969
2009
Graduation Rate Gap Analysis
Graduation
Hispanic - White
Rate

White

85.7

Mexican American

63.8

-21.9

87.7

73.2

75

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic - White

-14.5

Figure 4-5 California School Holding Power 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 4
In 1969, the difference in percent of students performing at or above proficient levels in
Grade 4 reading was 25.1 percentage points where 73.1% of White students were at or above
proficiency levels compared to 48% of Mexican American students. In 2009 the Grade 4
proficiency gaps between Mexican American and White students increased to 29 percentage
points when using the state assessments. The gap was only one percentage point less when
examining the National Assessment of Student Progress (NAEP) outcomes. It is interesting to
note that the 2009 California state assessment results indicated that 48% of Mexican American
students in Grade 4 were proficient in Reading compared to the NAEP results that only show
11% of Mexican American students in Grade 4 as proficient.
Regardless of the year or the assessment instrument used to examine the proficiency gap
between Mexican American and White students the gap continued to be present (average of the
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1969 gap of 25.1, the 2009 State Assessment gap of 29 and the NAEP gap of 28). The table and
Figure below shows the Reading proficiency of Grade 4 White and Mexican American students.
Table 4-10 California 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Grade 4

White

1969
1969
2009
2009
Reading
Gap Analysis
State
Gap Analysis
Proficiency
Hispanic Reading
Hispanic White
Proficiency
White

73.1

77
-25.1

Hispanic

48

2009
NAEP

39
-29

48

2009
Gap
Analysis
Hispanic White

-28
11

Figure 4-6 California 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
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Reading Proficiency Grade 8
In 1969, in Grade 8 the proficiency gap was 30.1 where 72.9% of White students were
proficient in reading compared to 42.8% of Mexican American students. In 2009 the gaps did
not change drastically; the proficiency gap for the state assessment was 32 percentage points
which is an increase from the 1969 gap. The NAEP gap was 24 percentage points; however, the
decrease in percentage points may not be attributed to an increase in the reading proficiency of
Mexican American students but rather a decrease in the proficiency of White students. Below
are the highlights of the differences between student groups.
Table 4-11 California 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 8

White

1969
1969
Reading
Gap Analysis
Proficiency

2009
2009
State
Gap Analysis
Reading
Hispanic Proficiency
White
66

72.9
-30.1

Hispanic

42.8

2009
NAEP

37
-32

34

78

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-24
13

Figure 4-7 California 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 12
The 1969 Reading proficiency gap in Grade 12 followed the trend in Grades 4 and 8 where
the difference in proficiency between Mexican American and White students was high, -28.7
percentage points. The proficiency gap in 2009 was 4.3 percentage points higher in the state
assessment. The reading proficiency of White students was 71% compared to a Reading
proficiency of 38% for Mexican American students. Consequently, for every White student that
is not proficient in Grade 12 reading there are approximately 1.8 Mexican American students
that are not proficient.
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Table 4-12 California 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 12

1969
Reading
Proficiency

White

65.9

Hispanic

37.2

1969
2009
2009
Gap Analysis
Reading
Gap Analysis
Hispanic Proficiency
Hispanic White
White

-28.4

71

-33

38

Figure 4-8 California 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Colorado
School Holding Power
The estimated school holding power rate in Colorado for White students in 1969 was 94.8%
compared to 67.4% Mexican Americans. The difference in holding power between White and
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Mexican American students that stay through Grade 12 was 30 percentage points. As noted by
the authors of the MAES Report II “...Mexican American [are] 6.3 times more likely to leave
school prior to the 12th grade" (MAES Report II, 1971; 14).
In 2009, the percent of White and Mexican American students that entered in Grade 9 and
graduated in four years was 78.8% and 54.8% respectively. The difference in retention rate
between the two groups was 24 percentage points. As evidenced in California, there was a
decrease in the estimates of holding power rates because the holding power for White students
dropped in the past 40 years.
Table 4-13 Colorado School Holding Power 1969 & 2009
Student Groups

White

1969
1969
2009
Graduation Rate Gap Analysis
Graduation
Hispanic - White
Rate

94.8

78.8
-27.4

Mexican American

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic - White
Hispanic - White

67.4

-24
54.8
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Figure 4-9 Colorado School Holding Power 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 4
The Grade 4 difference in percent of students performing at or above grade level in Colorado
was 31.1 percentage points. According to the Colorado state assessment outcomes the difference
between Mexican Americans and Whites was -17 percentage points. The gap in reading
achievement was narrowed by 14.1 percentage points. The NAEP results illustrate a different
outcome than the state assessments. The difference in proficiency between Mexican Americans
and Whites was -33 percentage points. The NAEP assessments gap between White and Mexican
American students increased by two percentage points in the last forty years.
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Table 4-14 Colorado 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Grade 4

White

Hispanic

1969
1969
2009
Reading Gap Analysis
State
Proficiency Hispanic Reading
White
Proficiency
74.4

43.3

2009
Gap
Analysis
Hispanic White

93
-31.1

76

2009
NAEP

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

51
-17

-33
18

Figure 4-10 Colorado 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 8
The Grade 8 Reading proficiency for White students was 66.9% compared to 44.9% of
Mexican American students in 1969. In 2009, the reading proficiency rate of White students was
94% compared to 78% for White students using the state assessment outcomes. As in Arizona
83

and California, the NAEP assessment outcomes were significantly different than the state's
outcomes, where only 41% of White and 16% of Mexican American students were proficient in
reading. The difference in performance for state assessment and NAEP was -16 and -25
percentage points, respectively. The state assessment difference indicated that for every White
student that is not proficient in reading there are 3.7 Mexican American students that are not
proficient in reading in Grade 8.
Table 4-15 Colorado 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Grade 8

White

Hispanic

1969
1969
2009
Reading Gap Analysis
State
Proficiency Hispanic Reading
White
Proficiency
66.9

44.9

2009
Gap
Analysis
Hispanic White

94
-22

78

84

2009
NAEP

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

41
-16

-25
16

Figure 4-11 Colorado 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 12
In 1969 the percent of White and Mexican American students that were proficient in reading
in Grade 12 were 76.9% and 40.8%, respectively. The difference in performance between
Mexican American and White students was 36.1 percentage points. As noted previously,
students in Grade 12 were not assessed using the NAEP assessment-only the state assessment
outcomes are available to gauge the difference in performance. In 2009, 85% of Mexican
American students in Grade 12 were proficient compared to 96% of White students.
Consequently, for every White student that was not proficient in reading there were 3.7 Mexican
Americans students that were not proficient.
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Table 4-16 Colorado 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 12

1969
1969
2009
Reading Gap Analysis Reading
Proficiency Hispanic - Proficiency
White

White

76.9

Hispanic

40.8

-36.1

96

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-11

85

Figure 4-12 Colorado 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

New Mexico
School Holding Power
Although the ethnic composition of the State of New Mexico is substantially
different from that of the other Southwestern States, holding power rates in this
State generally follow the pattern found elsewhere (MAES 1971; 14).
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In New Mexico the estimated school holding power for White students was 79.4% compared
to the holding power of 71.1% for Mexican American students. The difference in holding power
between Mexican American and White students was 8.3 percentage points. The eight-point
difference was the only one-digit difference in the five MAES states.
Table 4-17 New Mexico School Holding Power 1969 & 2009
Student Groups

White

1969
1969
Graduation Rate Gap Analysis

79.4

2009
Graduation
Rate
71.3

-8.3
Mexican American

2009
Gap Analysis

71.1

-15.1
56.2

Figure 4-13 New Mexico School Holding Power 1969 & 2009
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Reading Proficiency Grade 4
The Reading gap between Mexican American and White students in Grade 4 was 23.2
percentage points. The White students’ reading proficiency level was 75.1% and 51.9% for
Mexican American students. Today, the state assessment gap is 23 percentage points where 69%
of White students and 46% of Mexican American students were proficient in reading. The
NAEP outcomes were similar, only 35% of White students and 14% of Mexican Americans were
proficient in reading. The gaps in the state and NAEP assessment were 23 and 21 percentage
points, respectively. Moreover, the gaps have remained approximately the same since 1969 in
reading.
Table 4-18 New Mexico 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Grade 4

White

1969
1969
2009
2009
Reading
Gap Analysis
State
Gap Analysis
Proficiency
Hispanic Reading
Hispanic White
Proficiency
White
69

75.1
-23.2

Hispanic

51.9

46

88

2009
NAEP

2009
Gap
Analysis
Hispanic White

35
-23

-21
14

Figure 4-14 Colorado 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 8
Based on the MAES Report II (1971), 64.9% of White students were proficient in Grade 8
reading. According to the same report, 41.5% of Mexican American students were proficient in
reading. The difference in reading proficiency between Mexican American and White students
was 23.4%. In 2009, the state and NAEP gap between Mexican American and White students in
Grade 8 were identical-24 percentage points. Based on the Summer ED Facts Report 80% of
White students and 56% of Mexican American students were proficient in reading. The NAEP
assessment outcomes for reading were much lower than the state assessments. The proficiency
level of White students was 38% compared to 14% for Mexican Americans.
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Table 4-19 New Mexico 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 8

White

1969
Reading
Proficiency

1969
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

2009
2009
Gap Analysis NAEP
Hispanic White

80

64.9
-23.4

Hispanic

2009
State
Reading
Proficiency

41.5

56

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

38
-24

-24
14

Figure 4-15 New Mexico 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 12
In 1969, 66% of White students were proficient in reading. On the other hand, only 46.3% of
Mexican American student were proficient in reading which showed a gap of 19.7 percentage
points. It is interesting to note that 40 years later the outcomes were almost identical to those of
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1969. In 2009, 68% of White students and 43 percent of Mexican American students were
proficient in Grade 12 reading.
Table 4-20 New Mexico 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 12

1969
Reading
Proficiency

White

66

Hispanic

46.3

1969
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

2009
Reading
Proficiency

68

-19.7

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-25

43

Figure 4-16 New Mexico 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican
American Students 1969 & 2009
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Texas
School Holding Power
The Texas survey area demonstrates the poorest record of any of the
Southwestern States in its ability to hold minority students in school. The State's
performance in keeping Mexican American pupils in school is especially poor
(MAES 1971; p. 17).
The Texas holding power for White students was 85.1% compared to 52.7% for Mexican
American students. In other words, Mexican American students’ chance of dropping out of
school before the 12th grade was 3.17 times greater than that of the White students. Today,
88.8% of White students remain in school through Grade 12 compared to 70.8% of Mexican
American students. Moreover, in 2009 the chance of Mexican American students dropping out of
school before grade 12 was 2.60 times greater than that of White students. The likelihood of
Mexican American students dropping out of school has remained relatively constant in Texas in
the past forty years.
Table 4-21 Texas School Holding Power 1969 & 2009
Student Groups

White

1969
1969
Graduation Rate Gap Analysis

85.1

2009
Graduation
Rate
88.8

-32.4
Mexican American

2009
Gap Analysis

52.7

-18
70.8
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Figure 4-17 Texas School Holding Power 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 4
The Grade 4 reading proficiency for White students in 1969 was 79% compared to 48.3% for
Mexican American students. The difference in achievement between the two groups was 30.7
percentage points. Based on 2009 state assessment outcomes in Texas the proficiency level of
White students was 92%. The proficiency level for Mexican American students was 80%. Thus
the proficiency gap between the two groups was15 percentage points. The NAEP outcomes for
the same year have significantly different outcomes. According to NAEP, only 43% of White
Grade 4 students were proficient in Reading compared to 18% of Mexican American Grade 4
students.
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Table 4-22 Texas 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 4

White

1969
1969
2009
Reading Gap Analysis
State
Proficiency Hispanic Reading
White
Proficiency
92

79
-30.7

Hispanic

48.3

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

2009
NAEP

43
-12

80

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-25
18

Figure 4-18 Texas 4th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Reading Proficiency Grade 8
Grade 8 White students in 1969 were 72.5% proficient and Mexican American students were
26.6%. The proficiency gap in 1969 was 45.9 percentage points. The 2009 state assessment
indicated that there was only a 4 point percentage difference between Mexican American
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students and White students where 97% of White students were proficient compared to 92% of
Mexican Americans. The NAEP outcomes showed a weaker performance in Grade 8 for both
White and Mexican American students, 42% and 17% correspondingly. The NAEP gap in 2009
was 29 compared to the Texas state assessment gap of 4.
Table 4-23 Texas 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 8

White

1969
1969
2009
Reading Gap Analysis
State
Proficiency Hispanic Reading
White
Proficiency
97

72.5
-45.9

Hispanic

26.6

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

92

2009
NAEP

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

42
-5

-25
17

Figure 4-19 Texas 8th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

95

Reading Proficiency Grade 12
In Grade 12, 69.1% of White students were proficient in reading compared to 35.3% of
Mexican Americans. The proficiency gap between Mexican American and White students was
33.8 percentage points. In 2009, the Texas state assessment proficiency for White students was
93% for White students and 82% for Mexican American students. Based on these assessments
the proficiency gap between White and Mexican American students is less than 10 percentage
points.
Table 4-24 Texas 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009
Grade 12

1969
1969
Reading Gap Analysis
Proficiency Hispanic White

White

69.1

Hispanic

35.3

-33.8

2009
Reading
Proficiency

93

82

96

2009
Gap Analysis
Hispanic White

-11

Figure 4-20 Texas 12th Grade Reading Achievement between White and Mexican American
Students 1969 & 2009

Conclusions
The analysis of reading achievement in individual States reveals four common elements
(a) Anglo youngsters always have a substantially smaller proportion of poor readers than
do any of the minority groups; (b) the proportion of pupils who are reading below grade
level increases for all groups as higher grades are reached; (c) the extent of severe
reading disabilities also grows for all ethnic groups with increasing years; and (d) black
students are Reading at somewhat lower levels than Mexican Americans (MAES 1971;
26).
Based on the analysis results it can be argued that the achievement gaps between White and
Mexican American students in the Southwest have not been eradicated. Forty years after the
Mexican American Education Study the conditions facing Mexican American students are not
much different today than they were in 1969.
The purpose of this chapter was to answer the macro question posed in this dissertation:
According to the Mexican American Education Study, minority students in the
Southwest fall behind their White counterparts. How much has this situation
changed in the Southwest since the report was issued?
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To address the macro question two measures were compared, school holding power and reading
proficiency. These measures were available in 1969 and 2009 for five Southwest states:
Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas. The following sections summarize the
findings of the descriptive study.
Estimate of Schools’ Holding Power
This descriptive analysis may serve as evidence to support the idea that Mexican American
students continue to underperform compared to their White counterparts. The estimated school
holding power measure was lower in every state than the estimated White school holding power.
The average school holding power gap for the five states examined in 1969 was -15.52
percentage points compared to the 2009 gap of -17.5 percentage points. An average of the
Southwest estimated school holding power gap indicates that the 2009 gap is two percentage
points larger than the 1969 gap. Using the school holding power measure the answer to the
macro question would be that Mexican American students in the Southwest continue to fall
behind their White counterparts. The education experience of Mexican Americans in the
Southwest has changed minimally from 1969 to 2009. The table and figure below provides a
summary of the school holding power in the Southwest in 1969 as compared to 2009.
Table 4-25 School Holding Power for Mexican American Students in the Southwest States
2009 Gap
1969 Gap
School Holding Power
State
School Holding Power
Mexican American-White
Mexican American-White
-15.9
Arizona
-7.6
California

-21.9

-14.5

Colorado

-27.4

-24

New Mexico

-8.3

-15.1

Texas

-32.4

-18
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Figure 4-21 School Holding Power for Mexican American Students in the Southwest States

In 1969, the lowest holding power gap for Mexican American students was in Arizona (7.6)
and New Mexico (8.3) where Hispanic students were more likely to stay in school and complete
Grade 12. The opposite was true in Texas (32.4), Colorado (27.4) and California (21.9) where
Mexican American students were less likely to stay in school. Forty years later, the school’s
holding power gap between Mexican American and White students in Arizona and Colorado had
increased to -15.9 and -24, respectively. In Texas, California and Colorado the gap decreased on
average to approximately 18.8 percentage points. It is interesting to note that the difference in
holding power between Mexican American and White students for all five states was in the
double digits.
Reading Proficiency
When examining the reading proficiency in the Southwest states between Mexican American
and White students the outcomes were similar to the school holding power outcomes. In all the
Southwestern states the reading proficiency between Mexican American and White students
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continued. In Colorado, the achievement gaps between Mexican American and White students
remained high. In every instance, White students outperformed Mexican American students.
Additionally, White students were more likely to stay in school compared to Mexican American
students. The New Mexico comparison for reading achievement was almost identical to the
outcomes of 1969. It can be stated that achievement in New Mexico remained unchanged for the
past forty years. In California the proficiency gaps between Mexican American and White
students worsen in 2009 compared to 1969. It is important to note that when the gap did
decrease it was due to a decrease in the achievement of White students and not necessarily an
increase in the achievement of Mexican American students. In Texas, the state and NAEP
outcomes were distinctly different where the proficiency levels were much higher in the state
assessments when compared to NAEP. It would be interesting to examine an alternate
assessment instrument for Grade 12 to gauge the achievement gap between Mexican American
and White students. In sum, the reading proficiency of Mexican American students did not
change in the forty years since the Mexican American Education Study. Mexican American
students continue to have lower proficiency in reading for Grades 4, 8 and 12 than White
students. Using the reading proficiency measure the answer to the macro question would be that
there have not been changes to the proficiency gaps between Mexican American and White
students since the MAES report.
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CHAPTER 5
MESO ANALYSES TAAS AND TAKS GAPS
The Texas Education Agency asserts that the achievement gap between Mexican American
students and non-minority students has narrowed since high-stakes testing was implemented in
Texas. The equalization of the education system in Texas is believed to be an outcome of the
“Texas-style Accountability System” or as some education advocates have labeled it, “the Texas
Miracle” (Valenzuela, 2005; 1). In Texas a culture of testing has been part of the education
system since the late 1970s when testing and accountability was first introduced. The culture of
testing and accountability has been met with apprehension from school administrators, teachers,
parents and students. Many school administrators argue that high-stakes testing has instituted a
culture of “teaching to the test” and a significant percent of school time is lost to testing.
As discussed by Darling-Hammond and Pecheone (2009) in the article Reframing
Accountability: Using Performance Assessments to Focus Learning on Higher-Order Skills:
While these assessments offer the benefits of ease of administration and
expensive scoring, practitioners and researchers have found that they also have a
number of less desirable side effects. These include narrowing of the academic
curriculum and experiences of students (especially those in low income
communities); a focus on recognizing right answers to lower-level questions
rather than on developing high-order thinking, reasoning, and performance skills;
and growing dissatisfaction among parents and educators with the school
experience. (25)
Further, the same authors noted that the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation calls for
“multiple up-to-date measures of student academic achievement, including measures that access
higher-order thinking skills and understanding” (Darling-Hammond and Pecheone, 2009). In an
effort to address the achievement gaps between White and Hispanic students, the state of Texas
enacted a series of educational mandates to assess all student learning. The intent was that these
mandates would provide the necessary changes in education and a solution to the low
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educational attainment of minority students. Further, a system of accountability would document
the discrepancies between student groups in Texas. However, the fidelity to the idea that
“multiple assessments” need to be implemented has not been endorsed. State assessments are
the main measure in the State of Texas to evaluate students’ academic achievements.
Since the MAES Series (1970-1974) was issued, many school administrators have argued that
the federal and state policies that have been implemented have created an educational
environment that has instituted a culture of low expectations for minority students. Schneider
and Houston (1993) described the ultimate consequences of poor educational reforms as follows:
“The fatal news is that for a large number of our at-risk populations, those who benefit little from
education, the workplace of the future will offer them nothing” (3).
A recent study from the Pew Hispanic Center (2003), Hispanic Youth Dropping Out of U.S.
Schools, found that the key to economic success of Hispanics was to improve their educational
attainment (Executive Summary, iv). Further, the success of future generations of minority and
economically disadvantaged students depends on the realization that school systems do not serve
a homogenous group of students, but rather a diverse student population with differentiated
levels of educational needs. Tyack and Cuban (1995) state: “The intensity of both optimism and
pessimism about the state of schooling reflects a continuing conviction that good education is
critical both for the individual and for the society” (39).
The state of Texas aspires for a system of education where all students, regardless of social
economic status or ethnicity, will be successfully educated and all will perform at grade level and
graduate from high school within a four-year period. However, the mechanisms by which such a
system was instituted failed to address the problems of minority and economically disadvantaged
students in the state. In Texas the trend is that minority and economically disadvantaged
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students persistently fail to graduate in four years and drop out of school at higher rates than nonminority and non-economically disadvantaged peers. Politicians, school board members, and
high-ranking school administrators have characterized the education problem in Texas as
needing immediate action. In 2011, the state passed a new mandate that would introduce a new
testing standard.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a descriptive analysis of the achievement gaps
between Mexican American and White students during each of the assessment periods as
mandated by Texas State legislation. The evaluation will not focus on the assessment outcomes
of each assessment tool or the validity of each assessment, but rather the analysis will focus on
the achievement gaps between student groups. Further, to determine if changes in gaps are
closing the rate of change was provided for each assessment program examined.
Texas Style-Accountability
In an effort to address the achievement gaps between White and minority students the state of
Texas enacted a series of educational mandates to assess all student learning. The intent was that
these mandates would provide the necessary changes in education and a solution to the low
educational attainment of minority students. Further, a system of accountability would document
the discrepancies between student groups in Texas. Linda McSpadden McNeil (2000) describes
Texas education policy as follows:
In a democracy, claiming a voice in children’s schooling is ultimately a political act. It
challenges a power structure that depends on compliance and silence for its survival. The
critique of high-stakes testing can begin with making public the fraud behind the
numbers. Then it must move quickly beyond reaction. It must actively, and with
urgency, claim the authority to redefine and assert the rich and complex purposes of
public schooling our children are eager to believe in. To do less is to risk losing more of
our children and to put democracy itself at risk. (104)
The state of Texas aspires for a system of education where all students, regardless of social
economic status or ethnicity, will be successfully educated and all will perform at grade level and
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graduate from high school within a four-year period. As outlined in Chapter 2 the following
table summarizes the State of Texas Assessment Programs introduced in the state since the
1970s:
Table 5-1 Assessment Programs Dates of Implementation
Program Implementation Purpose of Assessment
Assessment14
Period
Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills

TABS

1979-1984

Minimum Skills
Assessment

Texas Educational Assessment
of Minimum Skills Test

TEAMS

1984-1990

Curriculum-specific
minimum skills

Texas Assessment of Academic
Skills Test

TAAS

1990-2002

Measure Academic
Skills

Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills

TAKS

2003-2012

Criterion-Reference
Assessment

2012

Described as the most
rigorous and
intellectually
demanding assessment

State of Texas Assessment of
Academic Readiness

STAAR

Methodology
In order to evaluate the educational attainment of Mexican American students as compared to
their White counterparts, a cross-sectional descriptive analysis was conducted. This study will
begin with the 1994 Texas Assessment of Academic Skills Test results. Thus, this analysis will
evaluate the outcomes of two assessment programs in Texas:

14 14



Texas Assessment of Academic Skills Test (TAAS)



Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)

Data Source: 2011-2012 PEIMS Data Standards Section 3: Description of Data Elements Addendum Version.

104

This time period marks the first time when the percent of students by subgroup were reported.
Although the TABS was introduced in 1979 and marked the beginning of Texas-style
accountability, the evaluation will focus on the gaps between student groups for the duration the
assessment was implemented. The data was not available for every assessment program
administered in Texas. According to the Texas Education Agency (2012):
when the Texas Legislature for the first time sought to emphasize student
achievement as the basis for accountability. That year, House Bill 72 called for a
system of accountability based primarily on student performance. Prior to that,
accountability focused mostly on process. That is, districts were checked to see if
their schools had been following rules, regulations, and sound educational
practices. (TEA 2012)
The table below provides an overview of the data available for each of the assessment programs.
As noted previously, the two assessment programs that will be evaluated are the TAAS and
TAKS.

Table 5-2 Assessment Program Data Disaggregation
Program Implementation
Assessment 15
Period

15 15

Data Available

Data Source: 2011-2012 PEIMS Data Standards Section 3: Description of Data Elements Addendum Version.
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Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills

TABS

1979-1984

Texas Educational Assessment
of Minimum Skills Test

TEAMS

1984-1990

Texas Assessment of Academic
Skills Test

TAAS

1990-2002

Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills

TAKS

2002-2012

Data only available for
school and districts no
disaggregated data
Data disaggregation
began in 1988-1989
School year
Disaggregated data
available by student
groups
Disaggregated data
available by student
groups

The student groups that will be compared in the analysis are White, Hispanic, and
Economically Disadvantaged students.
Table 5-3 Student Group Definitions
Student Group16
Definitioni
White
CODE indicates a person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa.
Hispanic
CODE indicates a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican,
South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin,
regardless of race.
Economically Disadvantaged SERVICE indicates whether the economically disadvantaged
student enrolled in a career and technical education course
receives special transportation services to enable the student to
commence or continue career and technical training.
As noted previously, the analysis will incorporate descriptive, inferential statistics and Least
Square Regression analysis. The first method used to evaluate the TAAS and TAKS outcomes
was the Least Squares Regression. The Least Square Regression (LSR) was used to calculate the
yearly rate of change for all the student groups (White, Hispanic and economically
disadvantaged). The difference between the rate of change is the speed at which the gap is
closing. This can be thought as one car attempting to pass another, as both cars are moving. In
16 16

Data Source: 2011-2012 PEIMS Data Standards Section 3: Description of Data Elements Addendum Version.
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order to calculate the number of years it would take to close the gaps between students, the initial
gap between White and Hispanics and White and economically disadvantaged students was
calculated. Therefore, by determining how far apart the achievement gaps were initially between
the student groups and the speed at which the gaps are closing, one could predict the number of
years it would take to close the gap.
The first procedure will be a comparison focused on the gap between student groups (White,
Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged) as compared to the performance of all students for
each assessment programs. A standard normal distribution was used to examine the pattern for
the distribution of assessment programs in Texas. In order to obtain the mean for each
assessment program the average of each student group was determined for all the years the
assessment was implemented. This analysis was structured by computing the mean for each of
the student groups (All Students, White, Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged) for the
assessment program’s span. Further, the analysis was conducted using the percent of students
passing all exams issued under each assessment program. The table below highlights the grades
and subjects tested for the assessment programs evaluated:
Table 5-4 Texas Assessment Program’s Descriptives
Assessment Programii
Grade Levels
Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills

3, 5, 7, 9 and 11

Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills

3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10
and Exit Level

Subjects

Reading, Writing and
Mathematics

Measure

All Students
White
Hispanic
Economically
Disadvantaged
Mathematics, reading,
All Students
writing, English language White
arts, social studies, and Hispanic
science
Economically
Disadvantaged
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Thus, the standard normal distribution was conducted to learn if there is a mean difference
between White, Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students and how their outcomes
compare to the entire student testing population.
The third method that was implemented to evaluate the data was Adverse Impact method.
This method was used by Walt Haney in report entitled The Myth of the Texas Miracle in
Education: Part 4: Problems with TAAS (2004). According to Haney (2004), “three standards
have been recognized for determining whether observed differences constitute discriminatory
disparate impact”
2. The 80 percent (or four-fifths) rule;
3. Tests of the statistical significance of observed differences; and,
4. Evaluation of the practical significance of difference.
For the purpose of this analysis only the 80% rule will be implemented. According to Haney, the
80% or four-fifths rule is outlined in the 1978 provision of Uniform Guidelines on Employee
Selection Procedures (as cited in Haney 2004; 6). Thus the provision reads as follows:
Sec. 6D. Adverse impact and the “four-fifths rule”. A selection rate for any race,
sex or ethnic group which is less than four-fifths (or eighty percent) of the rate for
the group with the highest rate will be generally regarded by the Federal
enforcement agencies as evidence of adverse impact, while a greater than fourfifths rate will generally not be regarded by Federal enforcement agencies as
evidence of adverse impact. (as cited in Haney 2004, Fienberg, 1989; 91)
Thus this analysis will indicate if the Texas assessment programs have an adverse impact on
minority and economically disadvantaged students. Based on the TAAS and TAKS testing
outcomes it was determined that the group with the highest rate of passing was White students;
therefore, the outcomes of White students will be compared to the outcomes of Hispanic and
Economically Disadvantaged students for each year the assessment programs were enforced. It is
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important to note that Haney (2004) first conducted this analysis using TAAS data; and focused
on White, Hispanic and Black students in 1994-1998. My analysis focused on all the years the
TAAS and TAKS were implemented and measured the adverse effect of Whites, Hispanics and
Economically Disadvantaged students.
Sample
The secondary data for this analysis was obtained from the Texas Education Agency (TEA).
As described by TEA (2012):
The Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) pulls together a wide range of
information on the performance of students in each school and district in Texas
every year. This information is put into the annual AEIS reports, which are
available each year in the fall. (ParaFigure1)
As noted previously, the performance indicators that were analyzed for this study were the
results of Texas assessment programs include the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS)
and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) for all grades and subjects tested.
Results
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
The Texas Assessment of Academic Skills was implemented from 1994 to 2002 – during that
time period the assessment results indicated an increase in students' academic outcomes from
1994 to 2002. For example, in 1994 55.6% of all Texas students tested passed the TAAS,
compared to 85.3% in 2002. The same increase was noted in outcomes of White students where
69.4% passed the TAAS in 1994 compared to 95.2% in 2002. The most dramatic increase was
for both Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students where each student group increased
by 39 percentage points from 1994 to 2002. The table below illustrates the gains from 1994 to
2003.
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Table 5-5 TAAS Outcomes for Students 1994-2002
Student
Group

Years
1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2003

All
55.6%
Students

60.7%

67.1%

73.2%

77.7%

78.3%

79.9%

82.1%

85.3%

69.4%

74.8%

79.8%

84.9%

87.9%

87.9%

89.3%

90.3%

92.5%

Hispanic 41.1%

46.1%

54.2%

61.9%

68.1%

70.1%

71.8%

75.5%

79.7%

Eco Dis 39.0%

44.8%

52.5%

60.2%

66.4%

67.9%

70.0%

73.6%

78.2%

White

The average percent passing for the years the TAAS was implemented for All Students was
73% compared to 84% for White students, 63% for Hispanic and 61% for Economically
Disadvantaged students. Overall the passing rates of Hispanic and economically disadvantaged
students improved from 1994 through 2002. However, the achievement gap between White and
Hispanic and White and economically disadvantaged students is closing at such a slow rate that
it would take approximately 15 years of growth to eliminate the White and Hispanic gap and 16
years of growth to eliminate the White and economically disadvantaged gap. The tables below
show the percentage of Hispanic and economically disadvantaged students who meet that
passing standard for all tests administered compared to White students.
Table 5-6 White – Hispanic Years to Close the TAAS Gap
1994-2002 TAAS Results
% Passing All Test
White
84%
Hispanic
63%
Closing Gap?
Yes
How Fast (per Year)?
4.83%
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GAP
Years to Close
TAAS GAP

-21
15

Table 5-7 White – Economically Disadvantaged Years to Close the TAAS Gap
1994-2002 TAAS Results
% Passing All Test
White
84%
Economically Disadvantaged
61%
Closing Gap?
Yes
How Fast (per Year)?
4.90%
GAP
-23
Years to Close
16
TAAS GAP
Based on the standard normal distribution analysis for TAAS, White students are 1.10 standard
deviations above the mean. Therefore, White students on average had higher passing percentages
than 86% of the testing population and only 14% of the testing population scored higher.
Figure 5-1 Standard Normal Distribution All Students and White Students
f(z)

z

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

1.10

On the other hand, Hispanic students were one standard deviation below the mean for all
students. Consequently, 84% of students have higher passing percentages in TAAS than
Hispanic Students.
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Figure 5-2 Standard Normal Distribution All Students and Hispanic Students
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The TAAS outcomes for Economically Disadvantaged students were similar to those of
Hispanic students. Both Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students were
approximately one standard deviation below the mean of All Students and two standard
deviations below the mean of White students. The figure below illustrates the results of the
standard distribution for Economically Disadvantaged students.
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Figure 5-3 Standard Normal Distribution All Students and Economically Disadvantaged
Students
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The Figure 5-4 summarizes the findings of the standard normal distribution for all student groups
examined. As illustrated in the graph, the mean of White students was one standard deviation
above the mean of All Students. On the contrary, the mean of Hispanic and Economically
Disadvantaged students was one standard deviation below the mean of all student groups and
two standard deviations below White students. Even though, Hispanic and Economically
Disadvantaged students improved the passing percentage of the TAAS, their assessment
outcomes were consistently below those of White students.
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Figure 5-4 Standard Normal Distribution All Students and Economically Disadvantaged
Students
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Adverse Impact Method
The second method used to analyze the assessment outcomes of Hispanic and Economically
Disadvantaged students was the Adverse Impact analysis. As determined in the previous
analysis, White students are more likely to have higher passing percentages than Hispanic and
Economically Disadvantaged students. In 1994, the percent of White students that passed the
TAAS was 69.4%. To learn if there was an adverse impact on any student group it was
determined that 80% of the percent passing for White students was 55.5%. The passing
percentage for Hispanic students in 1994 was 41.1% and 39% for Economically Disadvantaged
students. Therefore, based on the adverse impact analysis, the passing percentage for Hispanic
and Economically Disadvantaged students was below the 55.5% threshold. Thus, there was an
adverse impact on Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students. The same analysis was
calculated for every year the TAAS was administered; the only years that there was not an
adverse impact for Hispanic students were in 2001 and 2002. The same outcome was noted for
Economically Disadvantaged students – where the only two years there was not an adverse
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impact were in 2001 and 2002. The table below provides a detailed analysis of the adverse
impact analyses.
Table 5-8 TAAS Adverse Impact Table
Student
1994
1995
1996
Group
White

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

69.4%

74.8%

79.8%

84.9% 87.9%

87.9%

89.3%

90.3%

92.5%

White*80% 55.5%

59.8%

63.8%

67.9% 70.3%

70.3%

71.4%

72.2%

74.0%

Hispanic

41.1%

46.1%

54.2%

61.9% 68.1%

70.1%

71.8%

75.5%

79.7%

Eco Dis

39.0%

44.8%

52.5%

60.2% 66.4%

67.9%

70.0%

73.6%

78.2%

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
In 2003 the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) was first administered in
Texas. The assessment moved from a measure of academic skills to a norms reference measure.
Additionally, the TAKS included Science and Social Studies in the battery of exams. In 2003,
47% of All Students in all grade levels tested passed all subjects administered. The percent of
White students that passed the TAKS was 61% compared to 35% of Hispanic and 34% of
Economically Disadvantaged students. In 2011, the last year the TAKS was administered, 76%
of All Students passed the TAKS compared to 86% of White students. Hispanic and
Economically Disadvantaged students passed the TAKS at much lower percentages, 71% and
68% accordingly. The 2003 trend continued in 2011 – where a much lower percentage of
Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students passed the TAKS compared to White
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students in the State of Texas. The table below illustrates the differences in passing percentage
of All Students, White, Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students.
Table 5-9 TAKS Outcomes for Students 2003-2011
Student
Group

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

All Students

47%

57%

62%

67%

70%

72%

74%

77%

76%

White

61%

71%

76.0%

81.0%

82.0%

84.0%

86.0%

87.0%

86.0%

Hispanic

35.0%

46.0%

52.0%

58.0%

62.0%

65.0%

68.0%

71.0%

71.0%

Eco Dis

34.0%

44.0%

50.0%

56.0%

60.0%

63.0%

65.0%

69.0%

68.0%

The passing rates of Hispanic and economically disadvantaged students have improved since
the TAKS was first implemented in 2003. However, the achievement gap between White and
Hispanic students is closing at a very slow rate that it would take more than 19 years to close.
Conversely, the White and economically disadvantaged achievement gap would take 23 years to
close. Tables 10 and 11 show the percentage of Hispanic and economically disadvantaged
students who met the passing standard for all tests compared to their White counterparts.
Table 5-10 White – Hispanic Years to Close the TAKS Gap
2003-2011
% Passing All Test
White
79%
Hispanic
59%
Closing Gap?
Yes
How Fast (per Year)?
4.50%
GAP
-21
Year to Close
19
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Table 5-11 White – Economically Disadvantaged Years to Close the TAKS Gap
2003-2011
% Passing All Test
White
79%
Economically Disadvantaged
57%
Closing Gap?
Yes
How Fast (per Year)?
4.25%
GAP
-23
Years to Close
23
The standard normal distribution for White students against the mean of All Students indicates
that White students were slightly above the mean of All Students. On the other hand, the
standardized normal distribution for Hispanic students indicated the opposite where Hispanic
students were slightly below the mean of the All Student group. The graphs below illustrate the
difference in means between student groups.
Figure 5-5 Standard Normal Distribution White Students
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Figure 5-6 Standard Normal Distribution Hispanic Students
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The standard normal distribution of Economically Disadvantaged students mirrored those of
Hispanic students where the mean passing percent was below the mean of All Students and
White students. It is interesting to note that the mean of Economically Disadvantaged students
was below the mean of All Students, and again lower than the mean of Hispanic students. As
with the TAAS analysis the mean of TAKS for All Students, Hispanic and Economically
Disadvantaged students was below the mean of White students.
Figure 5-7 Standard Normal Distribution Economically Disadvantaged Students
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Figure 5-8 Standard Normal Distribution All Students and Economically Disadvantaged
Students
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Adverse Impact
The second method was also used to compare the TAKS outcomes of Hispanic and
Economically Disadvantaged students as they compared to the highest passing student groups.
Similar to the TAAS analysis, White students are more likely to have higher passing percentages
in TAKS than Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students. In 2003, the percent of
White students that passed the TAKS was 61%.
To learn if there was an adverse impact on any student group it was determined that 80% of
the percent passing for White students was 48.8%. The passing percentage for Hispanic students
in 2003 was 35% and 34% for Economically Disadvantaged students. Therefore, based on the
adverse impact analysis the passing percentage of Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged
students was below the 48.8% adverse impact percentage. It was determined that there was an
adverse impact for Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students. Only the last two years
the TAKS was administered did not indicate an adverse impact on Hispanics. However, the
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analyses show an adverse impact on Economically Disadvantaged students every year the TAKS
was administered.. The table below provides a detailed analysis of the adverse impact analyses.
Table 5-12 TAKS Adverse Impact Table
Student
Group

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

White

61.0%

71.0%

76.0%

81.0%

82.0%

84.0%

86.0%

87.0%

86.0%

White*80% 48.8%

56.8%

60.8%

64.8%

65.6%

67.2%

68.8%

69.6%

68.8%

Hispanic

35.0%

46.0%

52.0%

58.0%

62.0%

65.0%

68.0%

71.0%

71.0%

Eco Dis

34.0%

44.0%

50.0%

56.0%

60.0%

63.0%

65.0%

69.0%

68.0%

Conclusion
As noted earlier in this dissertation our policies regarding assessment and accountability have
provided a plethora of data regarding student performance – however, we have failed to
implement a system of data-driven decision making to address the gaps between student groups.
Texas-style accountability has not managed to close the achievement gap between Mexican
American and Economically Disadvantaged and White students. Mexican American students
continued lagging behind their White counterparts. The methods used to evaluate the overall
performance of students in TAAS and TAKS indicated that both assessment programs failed to
close the achievement gap between student groups. Moreover, the same outcomes were yielded
for Economically Disadvantaged students. Their performance in TAAS and TAKS was lower
than Mexican American students. Overall, the comparisons showed that White students
120

outperformed their Mexican American and Economically Disadvantaged counterparts in
standardized assessment programs. It is important that policy makers use data-driven decisionmaking as a tool to evaluate the effectiveness of educational reform. It is of crucial importance to
evaluate the results of testing and make changes that will positively impact minority and
economically disadvantaged students.
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CHAPTER 6:

ESTABLISHING A CULTURE OF ADDITIVE POLICIES AND DATA KNOWLEDGE
In a federal system of government, where local and state policies govern
education, the convergence of progressive reforms with those who advocated
business models, privatization, and choice produced the political compromise of
state-based standards and standardized tests that measured students’ correct
answers to mostly machine-graded, multiple-choice questions. (Staudt & Méndez
2010: 177)
In the last three decades, education in Texas has been defined by a system of accountability
and high-stakes testing. As noted by Staudt and Méndez (2010), progressive reforms have not
guided school curriculum. Although federal and state policies have encouraged a culture of
high-stakes testing and accountability, school districts have implemented policy blends that
comply with federal and state accountability mandates, while simultaneously eradicating the
negative effects of high-stakes testing. This has been achieved by school districts through the
implementation of progressive reforms that address the needs of Mexican American students,
economically disadvantaged students, and students that are struggling to acquire the English
language. District-based progressive reforms include additive bilingual and At-Risk programs
that mitigate the effects of “teaching-to the test”. Staudt and Dow (forthcoming 2012) elaborate
on the practice of “teaching to the test”:
Texas and subsequently the federal government impose a narrow curriculum, assessed
through specialized standardized testing regimes on mainstream and border communities.
With near-obsessive attention to “pass rates”, disaggregate by ethnicity, gender, special
education, LEP, and economic disadvantaged, the accountability regime caught educators
in an incentive system that led toward “teaching to the test,” with low pass rates resulting
in increasingly stiff consequences including school closure for total restructuring. (178)
In many school districts, the practice of “teaching-to the test” has been instituted as a result of
federal and state testing and accountability policies. The idea is that test scores will increase,
schools will earn better ratings, and students will learn more deeply than memorize for multiple122

choice tests. A recent article by Longo (2010) summarized the impact of accountability and
“teaching to the test” in schools.
In the midst of state assessment, school districts are jockeying to surpass each other
over one thing: test results. For many, all that matters are the results. The truth is that
state science assessments will continue to alter the way educators deliver instruction.
Every group of students that passes through the school doors brings a different level
of understanding, energy, and creativity. Regardless of state mandates, we must
deliver a curriculum that is motivating, properly aligned to state frameworks, and
applicable to real-life events through the medium of inquiry learning. If we carefully
follow this way of thinking, then it is indeed acceptable to teach to the test. In the
midst of state assessment, school districts are jockeying to surpass each other over
one thing: test results. For many, all that matters are the results (57).
Thus, these testing preparation regimens have only produced generations of test-takers rather
than an educated citizenry.
The first goal of this chapter is to present the educational outcomes of one Texas school
district that has incorporated progressive reforms to increase the level of college readiness and
consequently, the opportunities of Mexican American, economically disadvantaged, and English
Language Learning students. Thus, the focus of this chapter was to determine if ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, English proficiency, special education and gifted (factors) have an effect
on academic performance in the reading state assessment (predicted values). The second goal of
this chapter is to learn the impact of socioeconomic and language factors on student
performance. The last goal of this chapter is to examine the local policies implemented at Ysleta
Independent School District and measure their effects. The analysis of this chapter focused on
the nexus of policy and data cultures evidenced at Ysleta Independent School District (YISD).
The goal of this chapter is to address the following two research questions:
1.To what extent has Ysleta Independent School District been able to impact student
performance thorough district-adopted programs (Dual Language and Advancement Via
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Individual Determination), in spite of assessment policies?
2. To what extent have Ysleta Independent School District’s programs (Dual Language and
Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID]) mitigated the effects of limited
language proficiency and socioeconomic status (Economically Disadvantaged and nonEconomically Disadvantaged) on Hispanic student performance, in spite of assessment
policies?
In order to address the research questions posed in this chapter, the following objectives were
adopted. The first objective of this chapter was to describe the Ysleta Independent School
District community. The second section of this study describes the methodologies implemented
in order to learn the effects of class and language factors have on Mexican American students.
In the last section of this chapter, I discuss my findings.
The YISD Community
El Paso Border Region
Ysleta Independent School District (YISD) is located in El Paso Border Region. The El Paso
Border Region can be described as a metropolis of two countries and two states, U.S and Mexico
and Texas and New Mexico. As Rippberger and Staudt (2003) noted, “The El Paso-Ciudad
Juárez border metroplex, in the states of Texas and Chihuahua, respectively is a binational area
of approximately 2 million people” (3). A recent publication entitled Cities and Citizenship at
the U.S.-Mexico Border: The Paso Del Norte Metropolitan Region (2010), Staudt offers the
following.
At the center of the 2,000-mile U.S.-Mexico border, a sprawling transnational
urban space swells with over two million people whose livelihood dependent on
global manufacturing, trade corridors, and government jobs. This tristate region
includes Ciudad Juárez (Chihuahua), El Paso (Texas), and their peripheries,
Sunland Park and Las Cruces (New Mexico). (Staudt 2010; ix-xxi)
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Ysleta Independent School District (YISD) is one of the largest school districts in the border city
of El Paso, Texas. According to the US Census Bureau, the approximate population of El Paso
County in 2011 was approximately 800,647 (U.S. Census Bureau 2012). Approximately 82% of
the population is Hispanic, of which 77% are of Mexican descent, .08% are Puerto Rican, .01%
Cuban and 4.7% identify as other Hispanics (U.S. Census 2012: Demographic Profile Data).
Thus, the majority of Hispanics in El Paso County are of Mexican descent. According to the
Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System, Mexican American students
constitute 91.7% of the student population. Approximately, 5.2% of the student population are
White and 2.3% African American (Texas Education Agency 2012). Further, 81.7% of the
student population is economically disadvantaged. Based on the same report, 24% of the YISD
students are identified as English Language Learners. This is in part due to the district’s
demographics, proximity to Mexico, and the presence of immigrants, refugees, and US citizen
students living in Mexico who have returned to the U.S. after serious problems of violence
occurred in Cuidad Juárez since 2008.
Failing is Not an Option
Ysleta Independent School District (YISD) has instituted the philosophy that “failing is not an
option”. In 2007, the ideas of Alan Blankstein (2004) along with the ideas of Professional
Learning Communities were instituted. Blankstein’s (2004) provides a set of guiding principles
that address the issues of at-risk students. Blankstein’s (2004) ideas were incorporated into the
district’s academic culture. Thus, to meet the specific needs of struggling students, two academic
programs were implemented in the district: Dual Language and Advancement Via Individual
Determination. It is important to note that AVID programs exist in many school districts in our
regions and across the country. These programs were introduced district-wide as mechanism to
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support students who lack language proficiency and students that are considered at-risk of
dropping out of school. The Ysleta Independent School District’s vision for all students is,
That,
All students who enroll in our schools will graduate from high school, fluent in two
or more languages, prepared and inspired to continue their education in a four year
college, university or institution of higher education so that they can become
successful citizens in their community. (YISD 2012)
The overarching goal of these programs is to mitigate any social factors that may interfere with
the learning process and completion of high school. The following sections provide a
description of the program and how these programs are implemented.
Dual Language Programs
Since the enactment of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2001, schools are required to provide
instruction to English Language Learners (ELL) using approaches based on scientifically sound
research to attain English language proficiency (Burger & Mauricio 2007). Further, English
Language Learners enrolled in grades K-12 are assessed annually in English language
proficiency, which includes reading, writing, speaking, and listening. Schools are accountable to
state and federal mandates and must show annual yearly progress (AYP) of all student groups
including ELL students. The Ysleta Independent School District offers two bilingual education
models: Dual Language and Transitional Bilingual Education. According to the literature, Dual
Language programs combine language minority and language majority students in the same
classrooms and provide content instruction in both the minority and the majority language.
Language Programs are designed to benefit both language minority and language majority
students (Coulter and Smith 2006, Potowski, 2004; Dow 2012; Collier & Thomas 2008). Thus,
Potowski (2004) described the benefits of the dual-language program in the following quote:
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Language minority students continue to develop their Spanish proficiency,
particularly a formal academic variety that many students do not acquire at home.
This practice may contribute to the students’ long-term Spanish maintenance and
is markedly different from typical U.S. bilingual education programs that seek to
transition language minority students to all-English classrooms as quickly as
possible (Potowski 2004; 96).
Further, Potowski (2004) affirms that the major difference between the Dual Language and
the Transitional Program is the long-term Spanish maintenance. Thus, according to Potowski
(2004), “This practice may contribute to the students’ long-term Spanish maintenance and is
markedly different from typical U.S. bilingual education programs that seek to transition
language minority students to all-English classrooms as quickly as possible” (Potowski 2004;
76). On the other hand, transitional bilingual programs provide instruction in the native language
while teaching the child English. Transitional Bilingual programs are usually found in
communities where the populations of non-native English speakers are large. A criticism of the
transitional model has been the premature transition to English, which is believed to repress the
student’s minority language. Currently, YISD offers both Dual Language and Transitional
Bilingual programs. Each campus implements the bilingual program that best serves the needs of
the community.
Advancement Via Individual Determination Programs
In 2003, YISD began the planning and training phase of the Advancement Via Individual
Determination (AVID) program. The onset of the program began in July 2004 with four high
schools and five middle schools. By 2008, all seven comprehensive high schools, eleven middle
schools, and two elementary schools were participating in the program. The mission of the
AVID is to close the achievement gap by preparing all students for college readiness and success
in a global society (AVID 2012). The district had focused on the following objectives to fulfill
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the mission of the AVID program:
To ensure that all students and most especially the least served students in the middle:


Will succeed in rigorous curriculum,



Will complete a rigorous college preparatory path,



Will enter mainstream activities of the school,



Will increase their enrollment in four-year colleges, and



Will become educated and responsible participants and leaders in a democratic
society.



AVID’s systemic approach is designed to support students and educators as they
increase schoolwide/districtwide learning and performance. (YISD 2012)

The central theme of AVID is to create an in-school academic support program for students in
program targets student in the academic middle who have the desire to go to college and the
willingness to work hard. As noted in the Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk,
AVID’s intention is to transform a school’s academic performance by focusing on
improving the academic performance of a select group of students by placing
them in advanced classes and giving them support to do well (Watt, Powell,
Mendiola 2004; 62).
Thus, the AVID program identifies students who are capable of completing rigorous
curriculum, but are falling short of their full potential. Currently, YISD has begun implementing
a new AVID program entitled AVID ELL that primarily focuses on English Language Learners.
Methodology
The final analysis I proposed for this dissertation was to evaluate the educational outcomes of
Mexican American students enrolled in Ysleta Independent School District. The focus of this
study was to examine the academic performance between Mexican American and non MexicanAmerican students. As discussed previously, Mexican American students are not a homogenous
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group. In order to adequately capture the performance of Mexican American students, it is
important to examine socioeconomic and language factors. Thus, the effects of socioeconomic
and language factors were included in the analysis model.
The operational definitions follow the Texas Education Agency: Public Education
Information Management System Description (TEA 2012: Section 3). The table below lists the
operational definitions for the independent variables:
Table 6-1 Operations Definitions for Student Groups
Variable
Definitions
Non-Mexican American
Includes ethnic groups other than Mexican American. To
include: White, African American, American Indian, Asian and
Pacific Islander.
Mexican American (MA)
Indicates a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or
Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless
of race. (Section 3)
Economically Disadvantaged Mexican American Students that has been identified as
(Eco Dis)
qualifying for free or reduce lunch. (Section 3)
1
English Language Learner
Mexican American Students that have been identified as
(ELL)
Limited English Proficient (LEP). (Section 3)

Sample
The data used for this analysis is secondary-data from Ysleta Independent School District.
The dataset includes longitudinal information, specifically the passing performance in the Texas
Knowledge and Skills Test, for 11,366 students in grades 3-11 from 2003 through 2011. The
data includes demographic information, program participation and testing outcomes. The
information includes the performance outcomes for YISD students in Dual Language and AVID
program thus, enabling an evaluation of the programs. The demographic information included
ethnicity, socioeconomic status, language proficiency, migrant status, special education and
gifted and talent status.
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Approximately 93% of the sample was Mexican American, 4.2% was White, 1.3% African
American and 1.5% were identified as Asian and Pacific Islander. The percent of Mexican
American students in the sample that were identified as economically disadvantaged was 79%.
Thus, 21% of Mexican American students were not economically disadvantaged. About 36% of
the Mexican American student population was also identified as English Language Learners.
The sample indicates that Mexican American students are likely economically disadvantaged and
almost 4 in 10 are English Language Learners.
The program participation data included information regarding participation in Dual
Language and Transitional Bilingual programs, AVID, Advanced Placement and Dual Credit
courses. The two bilingual program models were included to observe the difference between
programs that are additive versus programs that are subtractive. Students that were included in
the dataset were enrolled in school between 2003 and 2011 and had at least five years of TAKS
data in Reading. It is important to note that the Dual Language program at YISD has been in
place since the late 1990s and the planning and training phase for the district’s AVID program
began in 2003 school year.
The assessment data were provided in two forms: frequency of passing the TAKS tests
(percent for all years tested) and as a dichotomous measure (met and not met the passing
standard). Two regression models were implemented to analyze the data in order to examine the
association, strength and form of the relationship between the factors and the predicted values,
two regression models were implemented (Agresti & Finlay 1997; 303).
Methods
This study included descriptive statistics and regression analysis. The focus of this chapter
was to determine if ethnicity, socioeconomic status, English proficiency, special education and
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gifted (factors) have an effect on academic performance in the reading state assessment
(predicted values). The purpose of implementing two models was to examine cross-sectional
data and longitudinal.
The first model used in this study was a multifactor regression analysis. Agresti and Finlay
(1997) explain Linear Regression Model as “A probabilistic model for the relationship between
X and Y is one that allows for variability in the values of Y at each value of X” (314). This
analysis was selected to learn if the demographic and programmatic factors had an effect on the
predicted value. The predicted value was the passing frequency of the Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test over a nine-year period (2003-2011). The first block of the
regression included all the demographic factors to learn their effects on performance on the
TAKS test. The second block included the programmatic factors to learn the influence of
programs on performance. The block procedure allowed the isolation of demographic and
programmatic effects; therefore, the first block would indicate the effects of being an ELL
student, and the following blocks allowed for the isolation of program effects, and additionally
indicated how a program may negate the effects of certain demographics (Gravetter & Wallnau
2007).

Thus, block 2 isolated the effects of the Dual Language program. The third block

isolated the effects of Bilingual Transitional Program, and the last block looked at the effects of
AVID. The variables selected for the analysis were included in the model for their unique
contribution to my understanding of Mexican American students.
The following describes the form of the first model:
Y = α + bEx1 + bSE x2 + bELL x3 + bSPEDx4 + bGx5 + bDLx6 + bTBx7 + bAVIDx8 + ε,
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Where
Y

is the predicted score of the percent of students passing the Reading TAKS17

XE

is the value for ethnicity (0 Non-Mexican American, 1 Mexican American)

XSE is the value for socioeconomic status (0 Non-Economically Disadvantaged, 1
Economically Disadvantaged)
XELL is the value for language proficiency (0 Non-ELL, 1 ELL)
XSPED is the value for special education (0 Non-Sped, 1 Sped)
XG

is the value for gifted and talented (0 Non-Gifted, 1 Gifted)

XDL is the value of Dual Language (0 Non-DL, 1 DL)
XTB is the value of Transitional Bilingual (0 Non-TB, 1 TB)
XAVID is the value of AVID (0 Non-AVID, 1 AVID)
b

is the regression weight for that particular variable

The second regression model of this analysis examined the relationships between Qualitative
variables. The Logit Model describes how probability of a particular category depends on the
values of explanatory (Agresti & Finlay 1997:585). This Logit model described the probability
P of passing the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills depends on X, ethnicity,
socioeconomic status and language proficiency and other social demographics. Participation in
Dual Language, Transitional Bilingual and AVID programs was also introduced to determine the
effects of these programs. In this model Y was the probability of meeting the TAKS standard.

17

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
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The following describes the form of the second model:
Logit (P) = α + β1MA + β2SE + β3ELL + β4SPED + β5GIFT + β6DL + β7TB + β8AVID + ε
Where,
Y = Expected effect of 1 = pass, or 0 = fail
MA = 1, Mexican American, Non-MA = 0, Non-Mexican American
SE = 1, Economically Disadvantaged, 0 = Non-Economically Disadvantaged
ELL = 1, English Language Learner, 0 = Non-English Language Learner
SPED = 1, Special Education, 0 = Non-Special Education
GIFT = 1, Gifted and Talented, 0 = Non-Gifted
DL = 1, Participation in Dual Language, 0 = Not in Dual Language
TB = 1, Participation in Transitional Bilingual, 0 = Not in Transitional Bilingual
AVID = 1, Participation in AVID, 0 = Not in AVID
The second regression model was conducted in blocks. The first block determined the effects
of demographics and the second block isolated the effects of the programmatic factors. In the
second model, the Nagelkerke R Square was used to determine the strength of the association of
the models. The Nagelkerke R Square is the most common statistic to determine the proportion
of variability in the data (Agresti & Finlay 1997).
Findings
Cross-Sectional Regression
The first regression model examined the effects of student demographics on the frequency of
passing the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test indicated that ethnicity did
not have an effect on the frequency of passing. On the other hand, socioeconomic and language
proficiency did have an effect on the frequency of passing the reading TAKS test. Based on the
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analysis, children that are economically disadvantaged passed the test 2.9% less than students
that are not economically disadvantaged.
I included special education and gifted and talented in the model to examine the outliners in
the sample. Students that received special education services passed the TAKS 34% less than
students than students who did not receive special education services. Students that were
identified as gifted and talented passed the TAKS test seven percent more than non-gifted and
talented students.
The second block introduced the Dual Language program in the model. The results indicate
that Dual Language does have a positive effect on passing the TAKS test, where students
enrolled in Dual Language pass the test 2% more than students not enrolled in the Dual
Language program. When the Transitional Bilingual program was introduced to the model, the
effect of was a negative one, where students enrolled in Transitional Bilingual programs passing
frequency was 3% less than students who were not enrolled in Transitional Programs As noted
earlier, various research studies have noted that additive bilingual program increase the academic
outcomes of all students as compared to subtractive bilingual programs that tend to focus on
assimilation; thus, the findings of the first model confirm the results of previous research
(Coulter and Smith 2006, Potowski, 2004).
The AVID program also had a positive effect on the frequency of passing the reading TAKS
test. Participation in AVID increased the frequency of passing the TAKS by 2%. An interesting
point to note is that there were no significant effects for Mexican American students in the
model, even when the programmatic variables were introduced. Changes to the demographic
factors were noted once the programmatic factors were introduced in the model. For example,
when AVID was introduced into the model, the frequency of passing the reading TAKS
134

increased for students identified as English Language Learners. Before AVID was introduced,
the frequency of passing the TAKS was 6% less for ELL students than for non-ELL students.
After AVID was introduced, the frequency of passing the TAKS increased by one percent.
Although effects were not noted for Mexican Americans, effects were noted for economically
disadvantaged and English Language Learners. As shown previously, the majority of
economically disadvantaged and English Language Learners are Mexican American. Tables 1- 4
highlight the results of the regression analysis.
Table 6-2 Block 1 Regression Results TAKS Reading Scores 2003-2011
R- Square = .322
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

94.881

.000*

Ethnicity

.326

.625

Economically Disadvantaged

-2.928

.000*

English Language Learner

-5.979

.000*

Special Education

-34.810

.000*

Gifted and Talented

7.807

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-3 Block 2 Regression Results TAKS Reading Scores 2003-2011
R = .324
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

94.793

.000*

Ethnicity

.232

.728

Economically Disadvantaged

-2.880

.000*

English Language Learner

-6.461

.000*

Special Education

-34.696

.000*

Gifted and Talented

7.620

.000*

Dual Language

2.202

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-4 Block 3 Regression Results TAKS Reading Scores 2003-2011
R = .324
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

94.793

.000*

Ethnicity

.307

.645

Economically Disadvantaged

-2.877

.000*

English Language Learner

-2.545

.000*

Special Education

-34.930

.000*

Gifted and Talented

7.795

.000*

Transitional Bilingual

-3.798

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-5 Block 4 Regression Results TAKS Reading Scores 2003-2011
R = .323
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

94.744

.000*

Ethnicity

.280

.674

Economically Disadvantaged

-2.974

.000*

English Language Learner

-5.980

.000*

Special Education

-34.653

.000*

Gifted and Talented

7.820

.000*

AVID

2.325

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

The next set of results is for the Math TAKS test. The outcomes of Block 1 indicate that
there are effects in the demographic factors. Economically disadvantaged students’ frequency of
passing the Math TAKS was 3.6% less than non-economically disadvantaged students. English
Language Learners were also at a disadvantaged, there frequency of passing the TAKS was three
percent less than that of non-ELL students. There were no statistical effects for ethnicity.
Block 2 indicated that Dual Language students’ frequency of passing was 3% higher than
non-Dual Language students. Although, by introducing Dual Language, gap of passing the Math
TAKS for ELL students increased, from 3% to 3.7%. In general, students that were in Dual
Language programs had better outcomes than students not enrolled.
Similar to the Reading TAKS results, Transitional Bilingual students’ frequency of passing
the test was 3.8% lower than non-Transitional Bilingual students. All other demographic factors
remained relatively the same.
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Block 4 showed that students enrolled in AVID had a higher frequency of passing the Math
TAKS (4.1%) than non-AVID students. Moreover, when AVID was introduced ELL students’
frequency of passing increased by one percent. The Reading TAKS results, the analysis did not
yield any significant effects for ethnicity. The outcomes of the analysis are illustrated in Tables
5-8.
Table 6-6 Block 1 Regression Results TAKS Math Scores 2003-2011.
R Square = .204
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

88.771

.000*

Ethnicity

-.994

.274

Economically Disadvantaged

-3.698

.000*

English Language Learner

-3.046

.000*

Special Education

-32.190

.000*

Gifted and Talented

14.799

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-7 Block 2 Regression Results TAKS Math Scores 2003-2011
R = .205
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

88.650

.000*

Ethnicity

-1.123

.217

Economically Disadvantaged

-3.633

.000*

English Language Learner

-3.706

.000*

Special Education

-32.033

.000*

Gifted and Talented

14.542

.000*

Dual Language

3.012

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-8 Block 3 Regression Results TAKS Math Scores 2003-2011
R = .204
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

88.769

.000*

Ethnicity

.-1.013

.265

Economically Disadvantaged

-2.880

.000*

English Language Learner

-6.461

.000*

Special Education

-34.696

.000*

Gifted and Talented

7.620

.000*

Dual Language

2.202

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-9 Block 4 Regression Results TAKS Math Scores 2003-2011
R = .323
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

94.878

.000*

Ethnicity

-1.013

.265

Economically Disadvantaged

-3.646

.000*

.446

.725

Special Education

-32.311

.000*

Gifted and Talented

14.786

.000*

Transitional Bilingual

-3.864

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

English Language Learner

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-10 Block 5 Regression Results TAKS Math Scores 2003-2011
R = .205
Exp(b)

Sig.

Constant

88.524

.000*

Ethnicity

-1.077

.236

Economically Disadvantaged

-3.781

.000*

English Language Learner

-3.049

.000*

Special Education

-31.907

.000*

Gifted and Talented

14.821

.000*

AVID

4.178

.000*

No. of Observations

11,365

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Longitudinal Regression Findings
The results for the Reading 2003 TAKS regression indicated that demographics had effects on
performance. For example, economically disadvantaged students were 57 times more likely not
to pass the TAKS test than non-economically disadvantaged students. In this regression,
ethnicity and language proficiency were not significant. By introducing the programmatic
factors to the regression, the model indicated that students in Transitional Bilingual programs
were 3.3 times more likely to meet the testing standard than students not in Transitional
Bilingual programs. The effect of the Dual Language and AVID results were not significant.
However, it is important to note that the AVID program was in the initial stages of
implementation in 2003, Dual Language was implanted in the district in the late 1990s Thus, the
program effects may not be present in 2003. The two tables below provide the results of the
regression analysis for 2003.
Table 6-11 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2003 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .433
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.711

.090

Economically Disadvantaged

.577

.018*

English Language Learner

1.251

.271

Special Education

.026

.007*

Gifted and Talented

15.254

.007*

Constant

18.070

.000*

No. of Observations

2125

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-12 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2003 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .442
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.724

.087

Economically Disadvantaged

.576

.017*

English Language Learner

4.78

.061

Special Education

.026

.000*

14.536

.009*

Dual Language

.973

.933

Transitional Bilingual

3.328

.004*

AVID

2.074

.128

Constant

2.074

.000*

No. of Observations

2125

Gifted and Talented

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

In 2004, the regression indicates that the demographic effects of economically disadvantaged,
special education, and gifted were significant. Economically disadvantaged students were 60
times more likely not to pass the Reading TAKS test compared to their non-economically
disadvantaged counterparts. On the other hand, students identified as gifted were 34 more times
likely to pass the Reading TAKS standards. The only significant effect noted in 2004, when the
programmatic effects were introduced was in AVID. AVID students were 2.1 times more likely
to meet the TAKS standard than non-AVID students.
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Table 6-13 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2004 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .296
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.857

.455

Economically Disadvantaged

.600

.000*

English Language Learner

.844

.118

Special Education

.048

.000*

Gifted and Talented

34.518

.000*

Constant

14.553

.000*

No. of Observations

4,112

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-14 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2004 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .300
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.845

.415

Economically Disadvantaged

.600

.000*

English Language Learner

.873

.626

Special Education

.051

.000*

Gifted and Talented

33.500

.000*

Dual Language

1.168

.382

Transitional Bilingual

.944

.837

AVID

2.142

.004*

Constant

13.902

.000*

No. of Observations

4,112

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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In 2005, as in 2003 and 2004 there was not effect in ethnicity, further the analysis indicated
that economically disadvantaged students were 71.5 times more likely not to met the TAKS
Reading standard compared to their non-economically disadvantaged students. Likewise, ELL
were also 70 times more likely not to meet the standard. When the programmatic factors were
introduced the analysis indicated that the likelihood of passing the Reading TAKS increased for
English Language Learners; therefore, ELL students were now only 32 times more likely than
non-ELL to pass the testing standard. The model also indicated that students in Transitional
Bilingual programs were 1.9 more likely than non-Transitional Bilingual students to meet the
standard. Students that are in the Transitional Bilingual program are also identified as English
Language Learners; thus, students that are not coded in a Transitional Bilingual Program are not
enrolled in a language program. Most likely, the parent “denied” the student’s participation in
program (denial is the bureaucratic term for refusing to allow the child to participate in such
programs). Consequently, these ELL students are mainstream into English-only classes with not
bilingual support. Another possibility is that the ELL student met the criteria to exit the ELL
status and is now mainstreamed. The last possible explanation is that these students are enrolled
in a Dual Language program and not in a Transitional Bilingual program. Nevertheless, the
outcomes indicate that ELL students are better served in a bilingual environment, rather than
mainstream into English-only environments. Further, AVID also had a positive effect, where
students enrolled in AVID were 1.4 times more likely to meet the passing standard in Reading.
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Table 6-15 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2005 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .321
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.947

.736

Economically Disadvantaged

.715

.001*

English Language Learner

.705

.000*

Special Education

.039

.000*

Gifted and Talented

25.766

.000*

Constant

9.979

.000*

No. of Observations

6,431

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-16 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2005 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .324
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.941

.704

Economically Disadvantaged

.713

.001*

English Language Learner

.377

.000*

Special Education

.041

.000*

Gifted and Talented

25.567

.000*

Dual Language

1.227

.107

Transitional Bilingual

1.950

.001*

AVID

1.497

.021*

Constant

9.666

.000*

No. of Observations

4,112

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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The 2006 regression results indicate that economically disadvantaged students were 58 times
more likely not to pass the Reading TAKS compared to non-economically disadvantaged
students. English Language Learners continued to be at a disadvantaged, they were 73 times
more likely not to pass the TAKS test. When the programmatic factors were introduced the only
effect that was evidenced was for AVID. As in previous years, AVID students were 1.6 times
more likely to pass the TAKS than non-AVID students.
Table 6-17 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2006 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .307
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.974

.862

Economically Disadvantaged

.588

.000*

English Language Learner

.728

.000*

Special Education

.042

.000*

Gifted and Talented

18.175

.000*

Constant

13.905

.000*

No. of Observations

8,983

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-18 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2006 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .310
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.957

.770

Economically Disadvantaged

.590

.000*

English Language Learner

.971

.890

Special Education

.042

.000*

Gifted and Talented

17.857

.000*

Dual Language

1.208

.083

Transitional Bilingual

.705

.097

AVID

1.676

.001*

Constant

13.433

.000*

No. of Observations

8,983

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

By 2007, the likelihood of economically disadvantaged students had decreased from the
previous years. In this year, they were 50 times less likely not to pass the TAKS. Although the
number is still high, it decreased from the previous year by almost 10 points. The same effect
was apparent for ELL students. They were 57 times less likely to pass the Reading TAKS
standard when compared to their non-ELL peers. While the likelihood is high, the gap from the
previous year was narrowed. For the first time, the regression indicated that Dual Language had
a positive effect, where Dual Language students were 1.6 more likely to meet than Reading
TAKS standards compared to their non-Dual Language peers. Students enrolled in AVID also
show a positive effect they are 1.4 times more likely to pass the Reading TAKS than their nonAVID peers. There were not effects for ethnicity and English language proficiency.
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Table 6-19 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2007 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .289
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.849

.293

Economically Disadvantaged

.502

.000*

English Language Learner

.579

.000*

Special Education

.039

.000*

Gifted and Talented

19.914

.000*

Constant

22.989

.000*

No. of Observations

10,475

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-20 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2007 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .295
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.828

.225

Economically Disadvantaged

.509

.000*

English Language Learner

.697

.064

Special Education

.039

.000*

Gifted and Talented

19.103

.000*

Dual Language

1.620

.000*

Transitional Bilingual

.735

.113

AVID

1.463

.004*

Constant

22.029

.000*

No. of Observations

10,475

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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The 2008 Reading TAKS regression indicated a significant demographic effect for
economically disadvantaged students; they were 59 times more likely not to pass the TAKS
compared to non-economically disadvantaged students. English Language Learners were also at
a disadvantage; they were 43 times less likely not to pass the TAKS standard in Reading. The
effects of the programmatic factors were also significant; students in Transitional Bilingual
program were 48 times less likely to pass the TAKS compared to non-Transitional Bilingual
students. AVID had a positive effect on students where students enrolled in the program were 1.4
times more likely to meet the passing standard. The effects of Dual Language were not
significant. Tables 20 and 21 highlight the effects of demographic and programmatic factors.
Table 6-21 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2008 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .227
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.121

.435

Economically Disadvantaged

.590

.000

English Language Learner

.431

.000

Special Education

.104

.000

Gifted and Talented

11.225

.000

Constant

23.047

.000

No. of Observations

11,367

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-22 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2008 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .231
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.105

.494

Economically Disadvantaged

.599

.000

English Language Learner

.801

.229

Special Education

.103

.000

Gifted and Talented

11.074

.000

Dual Language

1.146

.170

Transitional Bilingual

.488

.113

AVID

1.381

.022

Constant

22.549

.000

No. of Observations

10,475

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

The analysis for Reading TAKS in 2009 showed a significant effect for economically
disadvantaged students and English Language Learners. Economically Disadvantaged students
were 61 times more likely not to meet the standard and ELL were 30 times also less likely not to
meet the passing standard. Ethnicity was not significant in this analysis. The programmatic
factors all had an impact on the model. AVID and dual language students were all more likely to
pass the TAKS, 1.6 times and 1.3 times respectively. The Transitional Bilingual program had a
negative effect, where 47 times less likely to not meet the standard. The tables below highlight
the outcomes of the regression.
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Table 6-23 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2009 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .147
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.059

.147

Economically Disadvantaged

.617

.000

English Language Learner

.309

.000

Special Education

.240

.000

Gifted and Talented

9.938

.000

Constant

30.468

.000

No. of Observations

11,367

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-24 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2009 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .153
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.038

.827

Economically Disadvantaged

.630

.000

English Language Learner

.580

.006

Special Education

.239

.000

Gifted and Talented

9.729

.000

Dual Language

1.254

.028

Transitional Bilingual

.474

.000

AVID

1.550

.004

Constant

29.387

.000

No. of Observations

11,367

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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The results of the 2010 regression analysis yield significant effects similar to the last two
years where economically disadvantaged students were less likely to pass the TAKS test. This
model indicated that economically disadvantaged students were 46 times less likely to pass the
TAKS. The ELL factor also had a significant effect; ELL students were 37 times more likely not
to meet the testing standard. In this model, the programmatic factors did not have an effect on
meeting the standard. The Transitional Bilingual program indicated that Transitional Bilingual
students were 59 times less likely to meet the testing standard. Tables 24 and 25 display the
regression results.
Table 6-25 Block 1 Logit Regression Results 2010 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .117
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.894

550

Economically Disadvantaged

.465

.000

English Language Learner

.374

.000

Special Education

.343

.000

Gifted and Talented

14.127

.000

Constant

43.701

.000

No. of Observations

11,367

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.
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Table 6-26 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2010 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .117
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

.889

.531

Economically Disadvantaged

.473

.000

English Language Learner

.584

.006

Special Education

.334

.000

Gifted and Talented

13.928

.000

Dual Language

1.124

.264

Transitional Bilingual

.598

.008

AVID

.907

.460

Constant

43.690

.000

No. of Observations

10,475

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

In 2011, the demographic factors indicated an effect for economically disadvantaged, English
Language Learners, special education and gifted. Economically disadvantaged students were 60
times less likely to meet the Reading TAKS standard. English Language Learners were 46 times
less likely to meet the testing standard compared to non-ELL students. The effects of the
programmatic factors were not significant with the exception of Transitional Bilingual program.
Students in the Transitional Bilingual program were 58 times less likely to meet the TAKS
Reading standard. The tables below highlight the outcomes of the analysis.
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Table 6-27 Block1 Logit Regression Results 2011 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .138
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.179

.268

Economically Disadvantaged

.602

.000

English Language Learner

.464

.000

Special Education

.200

.000

Gifted and Talented

9.316

.000

Constant

22.627

.000

No. of Observations

11,367

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

Table 6-28 Block 2 Logit Regression Results 2011 TAKS Reading Met/Not Met
R Square = .138
Exp(b)
Sig.
Ethnicity

1.164

.308

Economically Disadvantaged

.610

.000

English Language Learner

.736

.102

Special Education

.199

.000

Gifted and Talented

9.162

.000

Dual Language

1.185

.100

Transitional Bilingual

.580

.004

AVID

1.260

.100

Constant

22.141

.000

No. of Observations

10,475

*Indicates significance at a 95% level.

154

Conclusions
The goal of this chapter was to answer the following research questions:
1. To what extent has Ysleta Independent School District been able to impact
student performance thorough district-adopted programs (Dual Language and
Advancement Via Individual Determination, in spite of assessment policies?
2.

To what extent have Ysleta Independent School District’s programs (Dual
Language and Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) mitigated the
effects of limited language proficiency and socioeconomic status (Economically
Disadvantaged and non-Economically Disadvantaged) on Hispanic student
performance, in spite of assessment policies?

In order to address these questions two regression methods were implemented. The first model
was a cross-sectional model that explored the difference in the frequency of passing the Reading
and Math test (2003 -2011). The linear regression results had several important findings. One
important finding was that ethnicity (1 Mexican American, 0 non-Mexican American) did not
have an effect on the frequency that students meet the standard. The opposite was different for
economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners. Both groups did show an
effect on performance; in general their performance was substantially lower than that of noneconomically disadvantaged and English Language Learners. This regression model indicated
that Ysleta Independent School District’s efforts to introduce programs to address the needs of
ethnicity, economically disadvantaged, and English language programs have positive effects.
Specifically, students that are economically disadvantaged have benefited from Dual Language
and Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID). Although, there were no effects for
ethnicity, the majority of economically disadvantaged and most of ELL students are Mexican
American.
The second model examined the effects of demographics and programmatic factors by year,
beginning in 2003 through 2011. The second regression model confirmed the conclusions of the
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first model. There were no statistically significant effects for the ethnicity factor. The opposite
was true for economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners, the effects of
programs were positive.
The implementation of the Dual Language program had positive effects on passing the TAKS
standards. The Transitional Bilingual program showed the opposite, no positive effects.
Moreover, students enrolled in the Transitional Bilingual program were less likely to meet the
standard when compared to non-Transitional Bilingual programs. The AVID program indicated,
in both models, that the program increased the likelihood students passed the TAKS test.
Currently, YISD, began implementing an AVID program that specifically targets the needs of
ELL. The AVID ELL is being first introduced in middle schools. The expectation is that the
AVID ELL program will benefit all students in the district.
Based on the results of this analysis the answer to the two research questions posed is that
academic programs that are not implemented to boost test score, but are implemented to meet the
needs of economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners are mitigating the
effects of accountability and testing policies.
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CHAPTER 7:

“MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDENTS’ GAPS IN EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT IN THE
SOUTHWEST OVER FORTY YEARS: IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY REFORM”
Over forty years since the Mexican American Education Study was conducted in five
southwestern states (1969-74), remarkably similar gaps remain in students’ educational
achievement compared to White students. Whether the indicator was school holding power
(high school graduation), Reading achievement, or year examined, Hispanic students fall behind
White students. Despite the standardized testing regimes instituted at both the national and state
levels which promise that no children will be left behind, and that accountability systems with
evidence-based results be provided to educators, public officials, and the wider society, Mexican
American students have been left behind for over forty years.
In this chapter, I will briefly summarize findings, drawing on national and state data
bases, both required and voluntary (the National Assessment of Education Progress), to show the
gaps in various indicators of educational achievement in Texas, Arizona, California, Colorado
and New Mexico. I remind readers of the questions posed, the theoretical framework from
Pierre Bourdieu and ethnographers who applied his work to education, and the significance of
social, cultural, and economic ‘capital.’ Unlike those ethnographers, my work is quantitative,
using both descriptive and explanatory models that analyze results from a variety of standardized
tests. Moreover, my work incorporates not only ethnicity, but also economic class and language,
specifically English Language Learner students. Then I will outline the significance that
inattention to Hispanic children might mean for the future of southwestern states and the U.S.
economy and society. To alter the probable negative effects that inattention to Hispanic students
will mean, I offer future research, action, and policy reforms.

157

Quantitative Analysis of Findings
In an effort to triangulate the findings of this study, I implemented a three-tier analysis: macro,
meso, and micro analyses. The macro analysis examined the five Southwest states originally
included in the MAES reports (Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico and Texas):
specifically in, schooling holding power and reading proficiency in Grades 4, 8, and 12. The
meso analysis examined the performance gaps between student groups, particularly on White,
Hispanic and economically disadvantaged students. The analysis was limited to a standard
normal distribution, adverse impact measure and least squares regression analysis since the data
available from the State of Texas are only in aggregate form. The micro level of evaluation
allowed for a more complex analysis that included two regression models. The goal of the
microanalysis, still utilizing quantitative analysis, was to evaluate the demographic factors that
are part of the Mexican American complexity. Further, the analysis also included the impact of
additive school programs evidenced at Ysleta Independent School District.
In order to evaluate the current conditions of Mexican American students, I developed the
following research questions to explore the educational advancement of Mexican American
students since the report was issued:
1. According to the Mexican American Education Study, minority students in
the Southwest fall behind their White counterparts. How much has this
situation changed in the Southwest since the report was issued?
2. To what extent have standardized assessments in Texas closed the gap
between White and Mexican American students since the Mexican American
Education Study was issued?
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3. To what extent have the different policy-driven assessments in Texas reduced gaps by
ethnicity (Hispanic-White), English Language Learners, and socioeconomic status?
4. To what extent has the Ysleta Independent School District been able to
impact student performance through district-adopted programs (Dual
Language and Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID)?
5. To what extent have Ysleta Independent School District’s programs (Dual
Language and Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) mitigated the effects
of limited language proficiency and socioeconomic status on Hispanic student
performance?
Macro Findings
The educational outcomes of Mexican American students in the Southwest have not changed
since the Mexican American Education Study was first issued in 1970. The school holding
power gaps between White and Mexican American students in Arizona and New Mexico almost
doubled in the last forty years. California, Colorado and Texas reduced the gaps in school
holding power; however, the gaps were still in the double-digits. An interesting pattern emerged
when comparing the Reading achievement of Mexican American students in 2009. For Grades 4
and 8, two assessment programs were available, the State assessment and the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). In almost every instance, the Mexican American
outcomes in the State assessment were significantly higher than the NAEP outcomes; however,
the fact that the gaps between student groups did not vary with assessment type validates that
there are gap between student groups.
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Meso Findings
The meso findings were also revealing; the two assessment programs evaluated, Texas
Assessment Academic Skills (TAAS) and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
(TAKS), indicated that the gaps between White, Hispanic and economically disadvantaged
students remained unchanged. Further, the least square regression methods predicted that at the
rate of change of TAAS outcomes, for Hispanics and economically disadvantaged students, it
would take almost 15 years to eradicate the gaps between White and Hispanic and White and
economically disadvantaged. The gaps between student groups evidenced in the TAKS test
would take approximately 19 years for Hispanic students and 20 for economically disadvantaged
students to be eradicated.
Micro Findings
The micro analysis outcomes were eye-opening. The most important finding, in my opinion,
was that there was no significant difference in performance when ethnicity was examined in
either of the regression models implemented. A possible explanation for this phenomenon could
be descriptive representation of Mexican Americans in schools. In El Paso, Mexican Americans
are the “majority minority” group; therefore, it is not usual for Mexican American students to
have teachers and school administrators that are also Mexican American. However, it is
important to note that the descriptive representation in other communities maybe be different
than that of El Paso.
Unlike the ethnicity finding, economically disadvantaged and language proved to be highly
significant factors impacting the educational outcomes of Mexican American students based on
both the cross-sectional and longitudinal analysis. Given the significant percent of economically
disadvantaged Mexican Americans and English Language Learners in the sample, the findings
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are alarming. Thus, optimal opportunities may arise from recognizing that “class trumps race”
(Lareau 2003) and that language is also an important factor in achieving academic success.
Moreover, the analysis also examined the effects of additive academic programs. The findings
yield a statistically significant effect of both Dual Language and Advancement Via Individual
Determination (AVID) on student performance. On average, students that participated in such
programs had a higher likelihood of meeting the passing standard of the State of Texas
assessment program.
As evidenced by the micro analysis results, school districts that embrace academic programs
that focus on addressing issues related to language are making a difference. The successes of the
Dual Language programs offered at Ysleta Independent District (YISD) are a direct consequence
of embracing the Mexican American culture and native language. Moreover, YISD’s
Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) program ensures first-generation, middle of
the road students are successful and college ready. Consequently, the additive school culture at
Ysleta Independent School District has demonstrated that a student’s cultural and social capital,
regardless of class and language, can be exchanged for greater opportunities. In essence
Bourdieu’s capital perspectives can function in school environments that embrace all students.
Theoretical Frameworks
The theoretical framework of this dissertation interlaced the ideas of Pierre Bourdieu with
theoretical perspectives in sociology and political science. Specifically, cultural capital was
paired with the deficit thinking and subtractive schooling perspectives. To understand social
capital, I included two ethnographic studies, Unequal Childhoods and Con Respeto, which
provide a deeper and rich understanding of the importance of socioeconomic status in the context
of schooling.
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Cultural Capital
As proven in my work, understanding and accepting the cultural capital of students has a
positive effect. Academic programs that embrace a student’s native language are more
successful than programs that primarily focus on assimilation. Consequently, my study provides
evidence that Dual Language programs increase a student’s cultural capital.
Social Capital
I interpreted social capital as a direct consequence of ethnicity and socioeconomic status. In
their ethnographic work, Lareau (2003) and Valdés (1996) found that the socioeconomic factor
had a greater impact on children than the race and ethnicity. Their findings were confirmed in
my analysis. The influence of socioeconomic status can be mitigated by academic programs such
as Advancement Via Individual Determination. As shown at YISD, students enrolled in the
AVID program increased their likelihood of meeting the Texas Academic Knowledge and Skills
assessment.
My quantitative analysis complimented Bourdieu’s notion of capital; however, an ideal
situation to augment Bourdieu’s theoretical perspective and capture the social interactions of
students and social actors in schooling environments would be to include qualitative research.
This process would enable a stronger argument for the acquisition of cultural and social capital
and their exchange for economic capital.
Significance of Inattention, Given Growth in Hispanic Population
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, more than half of the growth in the total United States
population between 2000 and 2010 was due to the increase in the Hispanic population
(Population Division 2012). Further, “the Mexican origin population increased by 54 percent
and had the largest numeric change (11.2 million), growing from 20.6 million in 2010 to 31.8
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million in 2010” (U.S. Census Bureau 2012). Moreover, the results of the 2006 American
Community Survey showed that 64% of all Hispanics are of Mexican descent. The same report
indicated that the percent of Hispanic males 25 years on older that had a high school diploma or
more was 58.7% and 61.7% for females. However, only 11.5% of Hispanic males and 13.1% of
Hispanic females had a Bachelor’s degree or more. In 2006, the median income of males was
$27,490 and $24,738 for females. Moreover, the 2010 American Community Survey 1-Year
estimates found that approximately 42% of households in El Paso, Texas reported to speak a
language other than English (U.S. Census Bureau 2012).
These statistics reveal that the educational and socioeconomic conditions of Mexican
Americans have not changed since the Mexican American Education Study (1970 – 1974)
conducted in the late 1960s. The map18 below highlights the distribution of Hispanics across the
U.S.:
Figure 7-1 Percent of Population 2006

18

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: Population Division 2012
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Purpose of Study
The onus of this dissertation was to evaluate the educational conditions of Mexican American
students forty years after the Mexican American Education Study was issued. The purpose of
this study was to learn to what extent the educational conditions of Mexican American students
have changed since the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights issued the Reports detailing the
findings of the Mexican American Education Study (1970-1974). The findings of the Mexican
American Education Study are summarized below, in a letter issued by the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights addressed to the President, the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives:
The Commission’s research found the schools wanting, as measured by five states of
student performance: an inability to hold many minority students through 12 years of
schooling; consistently low reading achievement which thwarts success in other academic
disciplines; extensive classroom failure which necessitates grade repetition; resultant
overageness of the student who has been left behind. (Report II 1971; III)
Nominal change has been evidenced in the educational performance of Mexican American
students since the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1971) issued the letter to the President, the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. It should be noted that
California, Colorado and Texas did show stronger school holding power in 2009 than forty years
ago; however, the achievement gaps between student groups continue. Notwithstanding the
many federal and state educational reforms that have been enacted in the past forty years, the
achievement and opportunity gaps have not been eradicated. Mexican American students
continue to be deemed by society as unable to achieve high academic performance. In part, this
is due to high dropout rates, low graduation rates, and poor English language skills of Mexican
American students. Although high dropout rates, low academic attainment, and poor graduation
rates do plague Mexican American students, there are other significant circumstances that
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contribute to the marginal educational status of these students. The reality is that many
educational issues impacting Mexican American students can be traced to the consequences of
federal and state educational reforms and the frequent use of ‘deficit’ or ‘subtractive’ schooling
models rather than ‘additive’ models that value culture and bilingual language skills. Dow and
Staudt (forthcoming 2012) contend that “Public education is a prism through which to examine
youth in all its diversity: gender, ethnicity, income, and class. At the border, one must add
language and nationality (forthcoming 2012; see this dissertation, Chapter 6 and Valenzuela
1999, 2005). To explore the consequences or the lack of positive consequences of educational
reforms, my dissertation addresses the disconnect that exists between evidence and policy and
the need to merge the culture of policy to data-driven decision making and policyimplementation. Additionally, the results from my examination reinforce the findings of Lareau
(2003) and Valdés (1996) – poverty is a significant indicator of school outcomes. Moreover,
language proficiency needs to be addressed. Based on my findings, bilingual additive models
have positive results in student performance. Subsequently, Mexican American parents need to
advocate with a unified voice and force change to the educational policy-making process.
Recommendations:
My first and most important recommendation is the eradication of “Texas-Style
Accountability” and the implementation of research-based “best-practice” programs that are
proven to be effective. For example, programs like the Dual Language and Advancement Via
Individual Determination have proven to be effective and positively impact student outcomes.
Additionally, these programs addressed factors related to economically disadvantaged and
English Language Learners. My second recommendation is a systemic evaluation of programs to
determine best practices and areas of need; it is inconsolable that it would take forty years to
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learn that student outcomes have not yielded positive effects. My final recommendation is to
engage stakeholders (including parents and school communities) on the findings of
programmatic evaluations. The process of engagement will give voice to all parents.
Bourdieu’s theory of capital affirms the need for cultural and social capital in order to
increase Mexican American students’ economic capital and therefore, their economic
opportunities. In light of the effects of socioeconomic status, English language fluency, and
educational experience of Mexican Americans, the conversion of social and cultural capital into
economic capital will be bankrupted - unless the current high-stakes testing environment is
modified to a policy culture driven by additive academic best practices that have been proven to
meet the needs of economically disadvantaged and English Language Learners. As presented in
my analysis, Dual Language programs should be supported by federal and state policies as
recommended programs for their effect on language learners. AVID programs are also powerful
academic models to improve the opportunities of at-risk students. Based on the overall findings
of this study, politicians and policy-makers should be compelled to re-evaluate the outcomes of
the No Child Left Behind Act (2001). Further, federal and state policies need to provide a
platform to engage parental involvement. This might be achieved through the implementation of
Dual Language programs which are inclusive of the Mexican American culture and language.
The following recommendations are modestly suggested:
Diverse Assessment Policies
In 2008 members of the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF) affiliated Border Interfaith
organization gave the following testimony to the Select Committee on Public School
Accountability:


Issue 1: “Teaching to the test” leads to disengaged students and puzzled parents,
without preparing students for higher education learning and assessment.
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Issue 2: The extremely HIGH-stakes nature of TAKS tests creates extreme
student stress and campuses not conducive to curiosity, discovery and learning.



Issue 3: The system produces failures, low high-school completion rates, and
wider gaps in higher education access and attainment. (2008)

Border Interfaith and other grassroots organization (Fair Test and School Matters) are committed
to continue stressing the negative impact of high-stakes testing. My findings indicate that high
stakes testing has not changed the status quo, economically disadvantaged children and English
Language Learners continue to fall behind. In order to change the current education culture, a
system of multiple assessment types should be the goal.
Education Budget Overhaul
According to the Center for Public Policy Priorities (2011),
The [Texas] legislature cut public education funding in two main ways: 1) a $4
billion cut was made to the state funding that schools would receive under current
law for the Foundation School Programs a $1.3 billion cut was made to programs
outside the FSP, such as preK grants, the Student Success Initiative, teacher
incentive pay, and other grants (7).
According to the same source, programs including the Pre-K Early Start Grants, High School
Completion/Success; Early High School Graduation, Limited English Proficiency Student
Success will likely not continue to be funded. Ironically, these programs are designed to provide
academic support to economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners.
According to the an article published in the New York Times,
Critics of high-stakes standardized tests have started an Internet campaign to petition for
an overhaul of mandated testing… So far, 14 New York City-based advocacy
organizations have endorsed the new petition. Nationally, more than 100 organizations
and 2,100 individuals have signed. The campaign is based on a similar effort in Texas
that gained support of more than 400 school districts there. (2012)
The same article also noted that:
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What we’re seeing is a disconnect between the popular support of people saying,
‘Enough is enough,’ and policy makers who are doubling down on high-stakes testing.”
said Bob Schaeffer, public education director for FairTest, an organization that helped
write the petition. (2012)
Further, between 19 and 2719 school days are dedicated to testing students which take away
valuable time from student learning (Texas Education Agency 2012; Strauss 2012).
Based on the results of the meso study it is inconceivable that Mexican American and
economically disadvantaged students would have to wait on average 15 years to close the Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) gap and almost 20 years to close the Texas Assessment
of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) gap. A study published in 2010 entitled Pathway to
Proficiency: Linking the STAR Reading and STAR Math Scale with Performance Levels on the
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) found that students with a commended
performance in TAKS would likely be proficient in the STAAR test. According to the Texas
Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System (2012) in the 2010-2011 school
year, the number of Hispanic students that performed at a commended level in Reading was
26%. The percent commended for White students, economically disadvantaged and English
Language Learners was 45%, 23% and 17% respectively. The idea that less than 50% of any
student group will be proficient in the STAAR test is frightening. The results may possibly
further widen the achievement gap between student groups.
The mobilization efforts of parents, community member, teachers and school district
administrators have begun to make an impact on the testing policies. For example, in Texas
there are several grassroots efforts that have mobilized against standardized testing. To date a
significant number of Texas school districts have signed a resolution against “Texas-style
accountability”. A recent article published in the Washington Post noted the following:
19

The calculation includes testing of Special Populations, STARR and EOC retest and NAEP tests.
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More than 100 school districts in Texas have passed a resolution saying that high-stakes
standardized tests are “strangling” public schools, the latest in a series of events that are
part of a brewing revolt in the state where the test-centric No Child Left Behind was
born. (Strauss 2012)
My hope is that this current movement is the end of standardized assessments in Texas and the
rest of the U.S.
Impact Limited Pluralism
Advocates of minority economically disadvantaged students and English Language Learners
might reconsider new strategies and fresh conversation that may be better served in the first tier
of pluralism and not on the sidelines of democracy. The role of minority groups has been to
bring awareness to the disparities, but has lacked a class perspective, which is needed to change
the policies that impact poor Mexican American students that have limited English proficiency.
Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was enacted to “provide financial
assistance to local education agencies and schools with high number of children from lowincome families to help ensure that all children meet challenging academic standards” (U.S.
Department of Education 2012). As shown in my study, this has not been the case; economically
disadvantaged students and English Language Learners continue to fail to meet the state
academic standards. It is important to seize the multiethnic moments that inspired generations to
change the status of minorities in the U.S. (Clarke et al. 2006). The ideal situation is to engage
people to mobilize in a collective effort with a common goal and to embraces an additive
educational system.

Limitations of this Study
As with every research study there are always limitations. In my work there were several
limitations, which are possibly opportunities for future research. In the macro analysis the ideal
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situation would be to have 1969 outcomes for the National Assessment of Educational Progress.
While my analysis focused on the gaps between students and was not a comparison across
assessment, it would be powerful to have captured the difference in performance using the same
instrument. I strongly believe that the outcomes of the meso analysis could be more powerful if
the State of Texas disaggregated the data (while still protecting the privacy of students) and
provided information using more than one variable, that is, the number of White students that
were also economically disadvantaged, the number of Hispanic students that were economically
disadvantaged and English Language Learners. The pairing on two or more variable would be
beneficial not only to the research community, but to school districts that use the data to address
the needs of all students. I was very fortunate to have access to school district data that allowed
me to conduct two regression models to triangulate my findings. A significant limitation in the
micro study was the time frame. Ideally, I would have liked to include qualitative data in my
analysis. A mixed-methods approached could potential enhance and validate the framework of
this dissertation and provide valuable information on the social interactions of Mexican
American students in everyday schooling.
Conclusion
The goal of this dissertation was to address the disconnect that exists between evidence and
policy and the impact on Mexican American students. I strongly believe that I accomplished my
goal. The need for continuous research is pressing. Education researchers, school administrators,
policy makers, politicians, community members and parents need to address the disconnect
between educational outcomes and evidence and demand change. Forty years since the Mexican
American Education Study (1970-1974) was issued, Mexican American students, economically
disadvantaged students and English Language Learners continue to drop out of school at a higher
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rate, have lower proficiency rates in Reading and are less likely to graduate from high school
than White students. It is my hope that it will not take another FORTY years to reevaluate the
educational conditions of Mexican American students. As researchers our responsibility is to
introduce a culture of data investigation to empower students, parents, teachers, school
administrators, the poor, and the language minorities to demand change. Our society cannot
survive if the gaps among student groups are not eradicated; we need to open doors of
opportunity for all students, not just a few.
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